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CASES 


ARGUED AND DETERMINED 


SUPREME COURT 
NORTH CAROLINA 


RALEIGH 
FEBRUARY TERM. 1887 


_M. NIMOCKS vy. JOHN D. WOODY Et AL. 


J urisdiction—Oontract and. Tort—Bills of Exchange—Acceptance— 


Equitable Assignment. 


1. Where a commission merchant wrote to his customer that a certain amount 


‘was due him and that he might draw for it, which letter the customer 
showed to the plaintiff who took the drafts on its credit, but the commis- 
sion merchants afterwards refused to accept it, when the plaintiff sued 
both the drawer and the commission merchants; Jt was held, that the 
liability of both was ex contractu, and if the amount. was under two 
hundred dollars a justice had jurisdiction. | 


2. Where such. letter was written on 29 March, and draft was drawu on 


4 April, it is not such delay as will discharge the drawees, it not. appear- 
| ing that any harm had come to them by the delay. 


3. A letter written to the drawer within a reasonable time before or eee the 


date of a bill of exchange, describing it in terms not to be mistaken, and 
promising to accept it, is, if shown to the person who takes the bill on 
the credit of the letter, a virtual acceptance, and binds the person who 
makes the promise, even although there be no funds in his hands belong- 
ing to the drawer, if the bill be drawn payable at a fixed time, and not at 
or after sight. 


4, If in such case, the bill be drawn payable at or after sight, snd is for the 


entire amount named in the letter, the payee can maintain an action 
against the drawee as the equitable assignee of the fund; as it seems-in 
such case the drawee would not be liable as acceptor, unless the anaxt was 

drawn in precise accordance with the terms of the letter. , a 
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(2) Crvin action, tried on aie from a justice of the peace, — 
before Gilmer, J., and a’ jury, at Fall Term, 1886, of CuMBER- 
LAND Superior Court. 

This action, tried before a justice of the peace of Cumberland County, 
and carried into the Superior Court by. the defendants’ appeal, is for 
the recovery of one hundred dollars, the unpaid residue of a draft drawn 
by the defendant Byrd upon the other defendants. The essential facts : 
of the case, which seem not to have been disputed, are these: 

The defendants Woody & Currie, on 29 March, 1885, at ES 
addressed to their codefendants the simi letter _ 


C, M. Byrrp, Esq., Bunn’s Level, N. Cc. | 

Dear Sire: Enclosed find-account sales raft timber. We got all we 
could for your timber, and concluded it was not worth while to hold 
any longer. If you have not drawn a $50 draft, you can draw for the 
net proceeds, $223.03, at sight. If you have drawn $50, draw on us for 
$173.03. Timber still dull and low, $2.00 to $10.00. — | 
Yours, etc, | ~Woony & CunRin. 


~ In pursuance of this authority, was drawn a draft, as follows: : 


$172.53. — 7 | Faynrrevitze, N. C., 4 April, 1885. 


At sight, pay to the order of R. M. Nimocks, one hawice seventy-two 
and 53-100 dollars, balance on timber sales, value received, and charge > 
the same to account of a , M. Byrp. 
To Messrs. Woody & aioe, Wilmington, N.C. 


( 3 ) The letter was shown to the plaintiff a cer or - two before the 
date of the draft, and then a draft was drawn by and on the par- 
ties for $50.50, and the other on the day of its date, soon after, for the 
residue of the sum mentioned in the letter, and received by the plaintiff — 
upon the faith of what is therein stated. | 
The plaintiff endorsed the draft to the Fayetteville National Bank, 
by whom it was presented, and went to protest for nonacceptance, Gad 
thereupon the plaintiff took it up and brought suit on 25 May, 1885. 
After its dishonor, the drawee paid to the plaintiff $72.03, and refused, | 
to pay more, saying that a mistake of $100.00 had been made i in Byrd’s | 
account when the letter was written, which had since been discovered. 


No defense was made by Eat and no oyna offered by the resist- os 


ing defendants. | 
These moved to dismiss the action for want of jurisdiction in ie 
justice who tried the cause: 7 : 
I. Because it was an action not founded on contract. 
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II. Because two separate causes of action, one 2 against the defendant | 
Byrd, ex contracty, and one against Woody & Currie, ex delicto, had 


been joined i in the same suit. His Honor being of opinion that there 


was no improper joinder, and that the justice had jurisdiction, refused 
_ defendants’ motion, and they excepted. The defendants Woody & Cur- 


-rie-asked for the following special instructions, which were refused > 
J. That the defendants ear & Currie not ai parties to the draft, 
_ were not liable thereon. | 

II. That the letter, not being. ‘nteudel as a letter of credit, but a 
ane letter from a commission merchant to his customer as to the 
state of his account with them, that the plaintiff had no right to treat it 
as a contract, or basis for a contract, with him. = 

III. That the plaintiff, being a stranger to said letter, could ( 4 ) 
take no acyanae of ay promise therein to ‘Byrd, expressed 0 or mo 
implied. 


IV. That the time between the date of the letter and the date of | 
draft was too long for the plaintiff to have treated it as a promise or - 


contract expressed or implied. 


V. That upon the whole testimony, taking the same as true, the 


plaintiff was not entitled to recover. 


His Honor charged the jury, that if they believed the evidence, they — 
should find a verdict in favor of the plaintiff, and the defendants — 


Woody & Ourrie excepted. Verdict and judgment for the plaintiff 
against the defendants Woody & Currie, and they BpponCe: 


No counsel for plaintiff. 
&. R. Stamps for defendants. 


" Santn, C. I. vat bae stating the tases, 


I. The paipedicion. was in the justice, for the action is ‘founded. 


| upon contract, and is not in tort as misconceived by the appellants. 


II. The objection that the appellants are not ‘parties to the draft, nor | 


the plaintiff to. the letter, and that its admission.as evidence was an 


erroneous ruling, is in all these aspects untenable, as will be seen. in the : 


inquiry into the defendants’ liability to the plaintiff, 


“IIT. The interval between the date of the letter and the anes of ais | 


| draft, if not appearing that any harm has occurred to the drawees by 
the delay, -is not’ unreasonable under the circumstances, SO as to work 


_. their’ exoneration. 


The main question then i is, whether the appellants incurred responsi- 
_ bility to the plaintiff, who accepted the draft of Byrd upon the assur- 


; ance contained in the letter shown him, and on which he relied, [a 
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prompt payment on its presentation, there being money then in 
( 5 ) their hands upon their own representation, sufficient for the 
 ~purpose. 

It must be admitted that there is some diversity in the rulings in 
England and in this country, as to whether a promise made in writing 
to accept and pay a draft for a specified amount, yet to be drawn, and 
communicated to one, who upon the faith of such promise, becomes the 
payee of it, when drawn for value, is an acceptance in law, so that an 
action upon it can be maintained by the latter. In the case of The Bank 
of Ireland v. Archer, 11 M. & W. (Ex.), 383, it is decided that such a 
result does not follow, and there are decisions in some of the State 
courts to the same effect. But in the well considered and elaborate 
opinion of Chief Justice Marshall, in Cooledge v. Payson, 2 Wheat., 
63-75, speaking in reference to the distinction between the cases of a 
bill drawn upon, and a bill drawn after such promise, it is said: “The 
Court can perceive no substantial reason for this distinction. The pre- 
vailing inducement for considering a promise to accept, as an accept- 
ance, is that credit is thereby given to the bill. Now this credit is given 
as entirely by a letter written before the date of the bill as by one written 
afterwards.” The general rule is then declared in these words: “Upon a 
review of the cases which are reported, the Court is of opinion, that a: 
letter written within a reasonable time before or after the date of a bill 
of exchange, describing it in terms not to be mistaken, and promising to 
accept it, is, if shown to the person who afterwards takes the bill on the 
_ credit of the letter, a virtual acceptance, binding the person ia makes 
the promise.” . | 

The same doctrine is laid down in Townsley v. Sumrall, 2 ‘Peters, 
170-185, by Justice Story, and it is said to prevail when there are no 
funds of the drawer in the drawee’s hands, and the action may be 
brought, says Nelson, J., in Cassell v. Davis, 1 Black’s C. O. Reports, by 
any one who makes advances on the bill upon such assurance of pay- 

ment. To the same effect is 1 Daniel Neg. Instruments, secs. 559, 

( 6 ) 560, 561; and 1 Edw. on Bills, Notes, etc., sec. 567, aad ie 

| ing; Plummer »v. Lyman, 49 Me., 229; Stiman v. Harrison, 42 — 
Penn. St., 49. — | 

We are referred, however, to section 562, in Mr. Daniel’s first volume, 
who says: “It seems applicable (the rule) to the cases of bills payable on 
demand, or at a fixed time after date, and not to bills payable at or 
after sight, for in order to constitute acceptance in the latter, a pre 
sentment is indispensable, since the time the bill is to run cannot other- 
wise be ascertained.” : 

This may be true im a strict sense, an actual presentment and accept- 
ance being necessary to determine the time of payment, as in a sight 
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draft, days of grace are allowed; but the presentation in this case has 
been made, and not only acceptance refused, but lability denied alto- 
gether. The present draft is in precise accord with the direction in the 
letter, and the plaintiff had advanced his money upon the assurance of 
its being met, and the governing general rule is, that the drawee thereby 
undertakes the obligations of the acceptor, and we see no reason why it 
should not be so in any form of a draft, made in pursuance of the terms 
of the promise, though in the exceptional cases, an actual presentation 
may be necessary to fix the time of payment, and authorize the action 
- upon it as an acceptance. 

_ But if a recovery be obstructed upon this ground, it may be. effected 
upon, the basis of an assignment of the fund in the drawee’s hands, It 
is a transfer of the whole, not of a part, made known to the appellants 
before. any other disposition is made of it, or any change taken place 
unfavorable to their liability. The point is expressly decided in Wheatly 
u. Strobe, 12 Cal., 92, the opinion being delivered by Justice Field, now 
of the Supreme Court of the United States, in which he says: “The 
order, though not available against Strobe for want of acceptance, 
operated as an equitable assignment of the demand of Wheatley © 
to Howell. It was given for an antecedent debt, and for the ( 7 ) 
full amount of the demand against Strobe. The consideration — 
was valuable, and there was no splitting of the amount due into dif- . 
ferent and distinct causes of action, and in such cases, it is well settled 
that an order, whether accepted. or not, operates as an assignment of 
the debt or fund against which it is drawn.” 

Following this ruling, Mr. Daniel says, that “it seems to be settled 
by the authorities, that if drawn for the whole amount, it (the draft) 
operates as an equitable assignment, which will take precedence of any 
subsequent lien or charge upon them; ane that after notice to the drawee 
will bind him.” Section 431. 

As an equitable assignee then, the action can be maintained upon an 
implied contract to pay. | 

There is no error. Judgment affirmed. 

No error. © | | Affirmed. 


Cited: Hawes v. Blackwell, 107 N. C., 201; Burrus v. Ins. Co., 124 
N. C., 13; Markham v. McCown, ibid., 166; Bank v. Hay, 143 N. C., 
332 ; diy Co. v. eae Co., 147 N. C., 513. 
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JOS. WHITE xr AL, V. W. s. BUTCHER ET AL, | 
E quity Practico—J urisdiction—Reforence, 


1. Where a suit, in equity was “pending in the Supreme Court at the time of 

the adoption of the present system of procedure, the Superior Courts are 

' the proper tribunals to proceed with the cause, and this Courk can make 
no order in it, except to remand the papers. ; 


2. Where in such case, a decree had been made in this Court settling the 
rights of the parties, and only the final accounts remained to be taken, the 
_ Superior Courts cannot allow amended pleadings to be filed, or the rights 
of the parties as settled by the decree to be varied, but must ees with 

_ the cause in accordance with the decree. . 


3. Under the former equity practice, in a suit for specific paptarulanios 22 a 
_ reference was ordered before the final decree to ascertain the balance 

due on the purchase money, but not to afford affirmative relief to the 
‘defendant. oo . , 


4. Under the present practice, a reference will not be ordered after a final 
decree. 


(Royster v. Chandler, 6 gonads Kq., 291; Hart v. Roper, 6 Jones Eq, 349; 
Pearson v. Carr, post, 194; cited and approved. ) 


: fe 8) Tuts was a motion snades by plaintiffs, at the February Term, 
1887, of the Supreme Court. 7 Gs 
The nature and object of the motion appear i in the opinion. 


A. E. Hotton for plaintiffs. 
No counsel for defendants. 


: ee O. J. The bill to enforce the Bases execution of a contract 

: for the sale of land was filed in the Court of Equity of Surry County, 
at Fall Term, 1857, and at Spring Term, 1861, set for hearing, and 
removed to the Supreme Court at June Term, and it.was determined 
in favor of the complainant; and it was declared, that the defendant 
Holderfield, a purchaser with notice of the complainant’s equity, must 
make title to him on payment of the residue of the purchase money, with 
interest, after. deducting rents with which he is chargeable during his 
occupation, as to which’ there should be a reference and account, if so 
desired by the parties. | 


_ A year later such reference was ordered to. ie clerk, and he, at ere . ; 
Term, 1864, made a report, with the statement of the account, in which 


he finds that the rents, less the improvements put upon the land, com- 


puted to 1 January, 1868, exceed the amount of the unpaid purchase are 
mHONOY, by the sum of $53. 96. At June Term, 1875, a motion was 
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entered to confirm the report of the referee, of which notice was directed 
to be given to the defendant Moses Pitman, and such notice was served - 
on him and on the plaintiff. 

At June Term, 1876, such Crier was given, and a ( 9) 
decree entered, conde the cause for further proceedings to 
the Superior Court, the successor of the Court of Equity, not preuee 
to the decree. 

The remand is.entered on the docket of said Superior orn at. Fall 
Term, and it was continued for a series of years, the record stating that 
the papers in the cduse had not been sent down from this Court. Some | 
action was taken during this period, and among others, a new order of | 
reference to take an account of rents and profits, which remained’ .un- 
executed. At Spring Term, 1886, as appears in the record of -that 
court, transmitted and certified by the clerk, this order was entered: . 

“This cause coming on to be heard upon the amended complaint, and 
answer of defendant Moses Pitman, and it appearing that the cause 
was transferred to the Supreme Court before the amended complaint. and 
answer were filed, and that the cause was then depending in the Supreme 
Court, and that said amended pleadings were improvidently filed; it is 
ordered that the amended complaint and. answer be stricken out, and 
that the cause stand as it stood before the filing of the amended com- 
plaint and answer.” 

At the last term of this Court plaintiffs’ counsel moved for a decree 
of title, and for a further reference to ascertain the value of the rents _ 
of the land accrued since the taking of the first account; and notice - 
_ having been served on one of the complainant’s counsel, the motion has 
been pressed upon us at the present term. 

This general history of a.case which runs through a ee, of nearly : 
a third of a century, with its attending irregularities and delays, is 
sufficient to show its present attitude and relation to the Court. a 

The last decree, following and in execution of that determining the 
‘merits of the cause, and the right of the complainant toa specific per- 
- formance.of the contract, lacked only an order for title to make __ 

a compléte and final disposition of it. The remand arrested fur- ( 10) 
ther action here at this point, and carried with it the confirma- 

tion, leaving to the Superior Court the duty of taking such further 
action as was needed, and none other, for its consummation. The prac- 
tice of remanding is settled by precedent. Royster v. Chandler, 6 Jones 
Kq., 291; Hart v. Roper, vbid., 349. 

- The controversy adjusted in this Court, ‘could not be reopened i In the 
court below, as seems to have been attempted, by new. pleadings intro- 
duced, or by permitting anything to be done inconsistent, or at variance 
with fie rulings here made. The practical result to be secured was the 
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conveyance of the title to the property, as would have been the case 
here, had the jurisdiction over the cause been retained. But it was no 
longer in this Court for any further order, unless, perhaps, the trans- 
“mission of the papers and transcript; but the neglect to transmit them, 
did not retain the cause uteelt after the order, nor impair the efficiency 
of the order. 

The final and effectual relief j in securing the estate in the land, must 
be found in an application to the court below, where the juriadietion 
ig; not in this Court, where it is not. As to further relief in a new 
reference, we may observe that in the old equity practice, unlike the 
present, the purpose of reference was to ascertain if payment had been 
made, or how much had been paid, as preliminary to the decree, but not 
to afford ground for affirmative relief for the een and so is this 
case presented in the pleadings. 

There was no cross-bill filed by the atiaiant but his defense was 
confined to resistance to the plaintiffs’ alleged equity: And even under 
our present system, which does not control this proceeding, no such ad- 
ditional reference is allowable after a final decree. Pearson v. Carr, 
post, 194, | : 

The motion must be fone with costs. 

Denied. 


Cited: Herndon v. Ins. Co., 108 N. C., 650; S. v. Marsh, 134 N. C., 
197; Tussey v. Owen, 147 N. C. 337, 338; R. "R. v . Horton, ze N. on 
118; Newton v. Highway Commission, 194 N.C, 304, 


11) 


JOHN CORNWALL v. THE CHARLOTTE: COLUMBIA AND BVGUELS 
RAILROAD COMPANY. rae 
Contributory Negligence. i - 
1, Although a servant be injured by the negligence of his master, yet if he 
could by reasonable care and prudence have averted the accident, and the 


injury can be traced to his own negligence as well as that of the defend- 
ant, he cannot recover. 


2. Although a servant is ordered by b his superior to perform a dangerous duty, 
this does not relieve him of the duty of avoiding any parucue. danger | 
incident to carrying out the order. . 

5. In order to bar a recovery, the contributory negligence of the plaintiff must 
have been a proximate cause of the injury complained of. 
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4, Where the plaintiff, in obedience to the orders of his superior, attempted | 
to get upon the pilot of a moving locomotive, and in doing so, his clothes 
were caught in the splinters on a worn rail: Jt was held, even if the 
master was negligent in not repairing the rail, yet it was the duty of the 
servant to use reasonable care, and it was error in the trial judge to charge 
the jury that if the plaintiff was ignorant of the condition of the rail, and 
got on the engine in obedience to the order, that he was entitled to recover. 


(Johnson v. R. R., 81 N. C., 458; Doggett v. R. R., 78. N. C., 305 ; Owens Vv. 
R. R., 88 N. C., 502; cited and approved. ) 


Crvin action, tried before Avery, J., and a jury at Spring Term, 
1886, of Mecxiensure Superior Court. | 

There was a verdict and een for the page and the defendant 
appealed. 

The facts fully appear in the opinion. 


W. P. Bynwm for plaanteff. 
George EL. Wilson filed a brief for defendant. 


Smitu, C. J. The plaintiff, while in the service of the defendant, as 
brakeman on one of its freight trains, was directed by the conductor, 
when the train on which he was employed reached the station 
known as Pineville, to cut loose the engine and change the switch (12 ) 
at the sidetrack, after doing which, in the effort to get on the 
pilot—or, as it is usually called, the “cow-catcher”’—his pants became 
entangled with some iron splinters worn off the rail and projecting a 
few inches from it, which caused him to fall, and his hand was crushed 
by one of the truck wheels, rendering amputation necessary. To obtain 
compensation for this injury, the present action has been instituted. 

The plaintiff testifies, that the conductor had given him general direc- 
tions that in shifting trains at stations, he should ride back and forth 
on the engine, so as to be always at his post; and later in the examina- 
tion, he adds that the order was, “to jump on and ride that way,” mean- 
ing, a8 we suppose, upon the pilot. 

A witness for the plaintiff there residing, saw the plaintis run from 
the switch and attempt to jump upon the pilot of the engine whilst it 
was in motion, when he fell and sustained the injury mentioned. The 
plaintiff, while he had been thus employed for several years, had not 
before seen these frayed projecting pieces of iron, nor does the defect in 
the rail appear to have been called to the attention of the proper officers 
of the company, as involving possible danger, and the need of repara- 
tion. The conductor for the defendant testifies to the contrary about 
giving such order to the plaintiff, and both he, the engineer and the 
fireman, after describing so much as each saw of the accident, give a 
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somewhat different version of the occurrence, and of the plaintiff’s action 
that immediately preceded it, as obtained from the plaintiff’s own 
account of it, in answer to inquiries made as soon as he was known to ~ 
be hurt. It was also shown from a book of the company,. containing 
rules and regulations for the transportation department of its service, 
which are in minute detail, for the guidance of its officers, agents and 
employees, that “no person besides the engineer and fireman will 
(13) be permitted to ride on the engine or tender, without a written 

order from the superintendent or master of trains,” cd etc., 
not changing the prohibition so far as it affects the plaintiff. 

An instruction was asked for ne defendant, and refused, to this 
effect : 

“Tf the jury believe Bon the testimony, that the accident was caused 
by the plaintiff’s attempting to get upon the pilot of the engine while 
the same was in motion, he cannot recover,” the last sentence being 
understood to mean, that the finding should be, upon the second issue of 
contributory negligence, in favor. of the defendant. The instruction em- 
bodies the proposition, that in such case, the plaintiff being the direct 
cause of the accident, could have no claim on the defendant for re- 
muneration. It. is manifest that the rash and inconsiderate act of 
attempting to get on the pilot of a moving engine, was the immediate 
and direct cause of the injury, however much the blame may be put on 
the defendant for its antecedent neglect to replace the defective rail 
with a better one. Assuming, then, the negligence of the company in 
permitting this:rail to remain in such condition, it does not relieve the 
plaintiff from exercising that care and attention which his own safety 
would suggest, for avoiding the consequences of the defendant’s sie 
_ gence. The correct rule is thus laid down in Johnson v. FR. R., 

N. C., 453: “But in every case, he (the servant) must not by his own 
negligent conduct contribute to the injury, and if by reasonable care and 
prudence it could have been averted, he has no remedy against his em- 
ployer.” The doctrine rests upon sound reasoning, and is supported by 
numerous references to cases decided by this Court. Now, was not the 
plaintiff not only negligent, but engaged in committing a rash act, when _ 
he essayed under the circumstances, to get upon the pilot, and should he | 
not have been observant of the condition of the frayed rail at 
(14) the place where he essayed to mount it, before making the hazard- 
ous effort? If the evidence warranted the finding of the facts as 
_ hypothetically set out in the instruction, the jury should have been 80 
charged, and there is error in refusing to give it. ~ : 

The third instruction given, instead of that asked, and intended as a 
substitute, is in these words: “If the defendant company allowed a rail 
next to the switch to become splintered, and the splinters extended.so — 
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far, and were of such strength as to catch in the clothing of the plain- 
tiff, and prevent him from getting on the train or engine, then the 
defendant was guilty of negligence, and if the plaintiff’s injury was 
caused by such splinters catching in his clothing, and the plaintiff did 
not previously know the condition of the 1 noe the jury would Grtorpons 
to the first issue—yes.” 

After declaring that the burden of showing that the injury resulted 
from the defendant’s negligence, the court proceeded to charge: 

“It appearing from the testimony offered by the plaintiff, that he fell 
in attempting to mount upon the cow-catcher or pilot of an engine in 
motion, the plaintiff was negligent, and his negligen¢e was one of the 
immediate causes of the injury he sustained, and the jury will find in 
response to the second issue in the negative, unless the conductor of the 
train, having authority to control the plaintiff as brakeman, ordered 
the plaintiff to ride on the pilot from the switch to the depot where oars 

were shifted to the sidetrack.” 

But he added, in substance, that if without knowing the condition of 
the track, he acted i in obedience to an order which the conductor had the 
right to give, the response to the issue should be in favor of the plaintiff. 

Now, it appears from the plaintiff’s testimony only, that such general 
direction was given him by the conductor, and no special direction to 
this effect was given at this time or place, ‘and it did not therefore dis- 
pense with proper vigilance and care on his part in carrying out 
the command. It was not less the plaintiff’s duty to see and (15) 
avoid any particular dangers incident to obedience. He was to 
see to his own safety, and not recklessly act in disregard of the time 
and place in getting upon the engine. No reason is suggested why he 
did not select some other place, where there were no such splinters, and 
where this peril would have been avoided, We think the jury should 
have been told that the plaintiff was bound, even when executing the 
order, to use reasonable precautions for his own security; and if the 
attempt was not only without the exercise of them, but approximating a 
reckless indifference to his own safety, to which the orders of his supe- — 
riors cannot extend, he, and not the defendant, in a legal sense, would 
be responsible for the consequences. As is said in Doggett v. R. f., 78 
N. C., 305: “If the plaintiff’s negligence contributed directly to the 
injury, it is well settled that he cannot recover.” “The negligence of 
the plaintiff,” adopting the language of a recent author, “in order to bar 
@ recovery, must have been a aa cause of the injury complained | 

of”; Thomps. Neg., page 1157, sec. 8; page 1151, sec. 5. See, also, 
ren R. R., 88 N. C., 502. 

We have not densidered the effect upon the defendants liability of 

the relations between me conductor and the plaintiff, and whether they 
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are fellow-servants of a common principal, within the meaning of the 
rule that exonerates him or it, about which the decisions are conflicting, 
but upon the broader ground on which a stranger would stand. 

We are of opinion that there is error in the rulings of = court, and 
that the defendant is entitled to a new trial. 

Error. | | on “. 4 Reversed. 


(16) 


N. A. McNEILL er av. y. ELLA LAWTON. 
Case on A ppeal—Reference—Nonsutt. - 


1. Where there | is a conflict between the record and the case on appeal, the 
_ record must prevail, but where matters are stated in the case, in regard 
to which the record is silent, they will be accepted as facts. 


Sending a case to be tried by a referee does not deprive the court of its 
jurisdiction, and it can make any and all necessary orders therein, Pat 
ing the trial before the referee. yo 


ho 


8. So, a plaintiff may take a nonsuit while the case is pendne before a referee, 
if the case be one in which he is entitled to do so. 


. While generally speaking a plaintiff can take a nonsuit at any time before 
verdict, yet he cannot do so if the defendant has pleaded a counterclaim, 
which arises out of .the same contract or transaction which is the founda- 
tion of the plaintiff’s cause of action. 


spe’ 


5. When the counterclaim does not arise out of the same transaction as the 
plaintiff's cause of action, but falls under subdivision 2 of section 244 of 
_ The Code, the plaintiff may submit to a nonsuit. In such case, the de- 
fendant may either withdraw his counterclaim, when the action will be 

at an end, or he may proceed to try it, if he so elects. 


(Farmer v. Williams, 15 N. C., 401; 8. v. Keeter, 80 N. C., 472; Bank ' v. Stew- 
art, 98 N. C., 402 ; Whedbee v. Leggett, 92 N. C., 469 ; cited and apgroved:) 


Crvin action, tried before Philips, i at October Civil Term, 1886, 
of WaxE Superior Court. 

The following is so much of the case settled on appeal as it is neces- 
sary to set forth here: : 
This is an action to enforce the naveaent of an amount alleged by the 
plaintiffs to be due to them by the defendant, for material furnished. 
and work and labor done, in erecting and repairing certain buildings and 
personal property in the city of Raleigh, and to have the same declared _ 

to be a lien on said buildings, and the lot upon which the same 
(17) are situated, discharged from all homestead claims on the part 
: of the defendant. 7 
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At the October Term, 1886, of Wake Superior Court, the plaintiffs 
made a motion to be permitted to take a nonsuit. The defendant op- 
posed the granting of said motion on the following grounds: 

1. For that the court had no jurisdiction and no power to grant said 
‘motion, because, at the April Term, 1886, of said court, the said case 
_ was referred for trial by consent of parties plaintiff and defendant, and © 
because the referee by consent of counsel for plaintiffs and defendant, 
had proceeded with the trial of said case upon complaint, answer, 
amended answer and replication, and because said case was then pend-— 
ing before said referee upon complaint, answer, amended answer and 
he at ete 

. For that the defendant in her said answer and amended answer, 
an up a counterclaim existing at the time of the bringing of the action, 
and arising out of the transaction on which plaintiffs sued, and prayed 
for judgment against the plaintiffs for the sum of $7 68. 8 and costs. 

The facts in the case are as follows: | 

The plaintiffs filed their complaint in the Superisr Gis on 23 Feb- 
ruary, 1886; the defendant filed her answer in said court on 6 March, 
1886; the plaintiffs filed their replication to the answer on 20 April, 
| 1886. By consent of parties the defendant filed an amended answer, and 
plaintiffs amended their replication. Said answer and amended answer 
set up a counterclaim, existing at the time of the bringing of the action, 
and arising out of the transaction upon which defendant sues, and 
prays for judgment against plaintiffs for the sum of $768.53 and costs. 

At April Term, 1886, of said court, by consent of parties, the case 
(then standing for trial upon complaint, answer, amended answer and 
replication), was referred for trial to Armistead Jones, Esq., with leave — 
to defendant to withdraw her answer, and file a ona as to the 

validity of the lien. 

_ The proceedings in said cause, taken and had before the referer, (18 ) 
were as follows: 

On 26 June, 1886, by consent, the defendant’s answer was considered 
as withdrawn, and the demurrer filed in said cause, was by consent, 
argued before the referee. Plaintiffs, upon motion, were allowed to file 
the contract as an exhibit to the complaint; and the defendant was 
allowed to amend her demurrer. The defendant excepted to the filing 
of the contract. The demurrer was overruled, and defendant excepted. 
The demurrer being overruled, the defendant, by consent, was allowed to_ 
answer. The defendant then refiled her answer and amended answer, 
setting up a counterclaim existing at the time of the bringing of the 
action, and arising out of the transaction on which plaintiffs sue, and 
asking judgment against ererene and by consent ‘plaintifis refiled 
oa replication. | | . | 
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The court refused to permit the plaintiffs to take a nonsuit, and ren- 
dered judgment as follows: 

“This cause coming on to be heard upon the motion of the shanti 
to take a nonsuit, and the defendant resisting the motion on the ground | 
that the case has been, and is now referred by consent, and on the fur- 
ther ground that the defendant has in her answer set up a counterclaim 
to the demand of the plaintiffs, arising from the same transaction out of 
which the plaintiffs’ claim arises, and it so appearing to the court, it is 
now considered, ordered and adjudged, that said motion be mer ased: and 
that the defendant recover costs.” 

The plaintiffs having excepted, ree to this Court. 


Spier Whitaker for plaintiffs. | 
Ernest aaa (A, W. Haywood Was Pr ham on the brief) for 
coponaant.. 


(19) Murnrimon, J., after stating the facts: It is true, as contended 

by the counsel of the appellant, that the record and recitals 
therein must prevail, ‘when these are inconsistent and in conflict with 
statements in the case stated or settled upon appeal by the court. 
Farmer v. Williams, 75 N. C., 401; S. v. Keeter, 80 N. C., 472. But we 
do not find such ineonisistency in this case. The procssdinee in the 
course of the action appear disorderly, but the pleadings all appear, 
and their nature and what is stated in them, indicate the proper order 
of them. Nor does the record note the consent of the parties in respect 
to the filing of the pleadings subsequent to the complaint. There is, 
however, nothing appearing in it inconsistent with the case settled, and 
the statements of facts therein as to the order of the proceedings, must 
be accepted as true. It had been better, if the court had required the 
record to be put in order—indeed, it Bight to have done so. 

The view suggested by counsel, that the consent reference in an action, 
as allowed by the statute (The Code, sec. 420), places the action pend- 
ing the reference, or at all, beyond the control of the court, is unfounded. 
The action is not referred—it continues pending in court, one all proper 
- motions may be made in it, not inconsistent with the reference and 
course of procedure therein, as prescribed by the same statute. (The 
Code, sec. 422). | 

The reference is for the trial of issues of fact or r law, or both, accord- 
ingly as its terms may provide. The jurisdiction is that. of the court, 
not that of the referee; he, by the written consent of the parties, 
becomes a mere adjunct of, and.acts in the place of the court, or of the 
court and jury, in respect to the trial. What he does is ancillary to the 


36 


N.C] FEBRUARY TERM, 1887. 
McNEILL v. LAWTON. 


authority of the court in the action. He must make report of his pro- 
ceedings and action, and his report, unless excepted or objected to in 
the way prescribed, stands as the decision of the court, and upon appli- 
cation to the judge, he may enter judgment upon the same.’ There 

is no reason why the plaintiff may not abandon his action, and ( 20) 
voluntarily submit to a judgment of nonsuit, as it is called, pend- 

ing the reference. When he thus goes out of court, the action and all 
proceedings therein, including the reference, are at an end, except in the 
_ cases and as explained below. 

Generally, a plaintiff may abandon his action and voluntarily sub- 
mit to a judgment of nonsuit, at any time after bringing his action, and 
before the verdict of a jury, or what is tantamount to it. Bank v. 
Stewart, 93 N. C., 402, and the cases there cited. | 

He cannot do so, however, under the present method of civil pro- 
cedure, if the defendant has pleaded a counterclaim—a cause of action 
arising out of the contract or transaction set forth in the complaint as 
the grounds of the plaintiff’s cause of action. In such case, it is reason- 
able and just that the rights of the parties arising out of such contract 
or transaction shall be settled at the same time and in the same action, 
and that one party shall not be allowed to abandon the action without the 
consent of the other, until this shall be done. The plaintiff cannot justly 
complain if he is detained in court until the whole merits of his cause of 
action are tried, and the rights of the defendant growing out of the same 
_ are settled, if the latter shall so desire. Whedbee v. Leggett, 92 

N. C., 469. 

It is otherwise when the counterclaim is a cause of action arising Inde- 
pendently of that alleged in the complaint, such as that allowed by the 
statute (The Code, sec. 244, par. 2). In that case, the plaintiff may 
submit to a voluntary nonsuit as to his own cause of action, but he can- 
not, by doing so, put an end to the defendant’s right to litigate his 
coutterslaim. The action continues for that purpose, unless the de- 
fendant shall see fit to withdraw his counterclaim, and thus abandon 
the action with which he has become identified, as ooking redress — 
from the plaintiff, who becomes practically a defendant, while ( 21 ) 
the defendant becomes a plaintiff in the action’ thus prolonged. 
Whedbee v. Leggett, supra. | 

Now, in the present action the defendant pleaded a counterclaim aris- 
ing out of the contract and transaction alleged in the complaint, as the 
foundation of the plaintiff’s claim. It is therefore obvious, that they 
were not entitled to submit to a voluntary nonsuit. The defendant has 
the right to detain them in court until her alleged rights, growing out 
of the plaintiffs’ alleged cause of action, shall be settled and determined. 
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There i is noerror. Let this opinion ig certified to the Superior Court, 
to the end that further proceedings may be had in the action . there, 


according to law. It is so ordered. a 
No error. | a : | Afiirmed. 


Cited: Bynum ». Powe, post, 377; Mies v. Swinson, 104 N. iC: 
461; Pass v. Pass, 109 N. C., 486; Tones v. Beaman, 117 N. C., 262; | 
Stith v. Jones, 119 N. C., 431; Olmstad v. Smith, 1383 N. C., 586; Yel- 
lowday v. Perkinson, 167 N. C., 146; S. v. Wheeler, 185 N C., 672; 
Cohoon v. Cooper, 186 N. C., 27; Shearer v. Herring, 189 N. C., 464. 


LEVI CATES, ADMINISTRATOR, V. MARTHA E. PICKETT. 
Judicial Sales—Irregular Judgments—The Code, sec. 887. 


1. Before the adoption of the new system of procedure, it was the common 
practice for the administrator to file his petition to sell land for assets, 
and if the heir was an infant, to have a guardian ad litem appointed 
without any service upon the infant at all. 


2. The appointment of a guardian ad litem is valid, although the infant has 
not been regularly served with process, but has only accepted service 
thereof. e 


3. Where an administrator filed a petition to make assets, and the heir at 
law, an infant under fourteen years old, accepted service of the summons, 
and a guardian ad litem was appointed, but no actual service was ever 
made; f¢ was held, that the irregularity was cured by section 887 of 
The Code. 


(Hare v. Hotloman, 94.N. C., 14; Sumner v, Sessoms, 94 N..C., 371; Williams 
v. Williams, 94 N. ©., 733; Fowler v. Poor, 93 .N. C., 466; Williamson v. 
Hartman, 92 N. C., 236; Engtand v. Garner, 90 N. C., 197; Howerton v.. 
Sexton, 90 N. C., 581; Mauney v. Gidney, 88 N. C., 300; Johnson v. Futrell, 
86 N. C., 122; cited and approved. Moore v. Gidney, 75 N. C., 34; Allen v. 
Shields, 72 N. C., 504; Bass v. Bass, 738 N. ©., 374; Stancil v. Gay, 92 
N. C., 462; Larkins v. Bullard, 82.N. C., 25; Morrison v. Gentry, 89 N. C.,, 
248 ; Mathews v. _ Joyce, 85'N. C., 258 ; distinguished. 


( 22.) Morton in the cause to set aside a judgment, heard on appeal 
from the clerk, before Clark, J., at Chambers, on 1 June, 1886. 
This was a motion made in the cause to set aside a sale made by the 
plaintiff, as administrator of E. W. Pickett, heard before C laarle, J., at 
Chambers. 
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On 27 March, 1874, the plaintitt as delineate filed a seston: in 
the Superior Court of the county of Orange, against the defendant, the 
only child and heir at law of the said E. W. Pickett, for a sale of the 
land belonging to the estate of his intestate, to make assets for the 
payment of debts and costs of the administration. The petition was 
duly verified, and on the same day a summons was issued by the clerk 
of the Superior Court of Orange for the defendant to appear “within 
twenty days after the service, and answer the complaint, ” ete. ois 

On the same day the summons was endorsed, “service accepted, and 
all errors waived,” and signed by Martha E. Pickett, 

On the same day a petition was filed in writing by the pinnae, 
setting forth that the defendant was the only child and heir at law of 
his intestate; that she was a minor without general or testamentary 
guardian, and asking the court to appoint some suitable and discreet 
person, as guardian ad litem of the said Martha E. Pickett, upon whom 
service of summons may be made, and who may appear and answer 1n 
this action as such guardian.” 

On the same day an order was sate appointing John W. (28 ) 
Blackwood guardian ad litem, and he filed an answer, stating 
that there was no objection to the sale, ete. ’ 

On 7 May, 1874, two orders, as appears from the record, were made 
in the cause, the first reciting that, “upon reading and filing the petition 
in this case, and it appearing to the satisfaction of the court that all 
proper persons have been made parties to the action and accepted service 
of the summons, and no answer has been filed; and there appearing. no 
reason why the land mentioned in the petition should not be sold for 
the purpose of paying the debts of the deceased : it is therefore ordered,” 
etc. The second order reciting that, “this cause coming on to be heard 
upon the petition and. affidavits of Levi F. Cates, and being heard, and 
it appearing to the court that the personal estate of E. W. Pickett, de- 
ceased, is insufficient to pay the debts and charges of administration: 
it is therefore ordered and directed, that the administrator have license 
to sell,” ete., setting forth time of notice, place, terms of sale, etc. 

On 17 June, 1874, the plaintiff made his report of the sale, setting 
forth, among other things, that the land was sold on 15 June, when 
Martha F. Cates became the highest bidder and purchaser, at the price 
of $475, and had complied with the terms of the sale, and that the land 
brought a good and fair price, and recommended a confirmation of the 
sale. On 19 June an order was made confirming the sale, and directing 
title to be made to ae purchaser upon the pene of the purchase 
money. 

Some time in the year 187... , Martha F. Cates aid the land to J. W. 
Gattis, who afterwards sold sepaiate portions of it to J. R. Gattis, Pen- 
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dleton Cole, and J. L. Watkins, and the portion purchased by J. L. . 
Watkins was afterwards sold by him to W. W. Fuller. | 
This was a motion by the defendant, who is now the wife of J. ne 
Woods, after notice to Levi F. Cates, Martha H. Cates, J. W. Gattis, © 
J.B. Gattis, W. W. Fuller and ’ Pendleton Cole, moved on 5 May, 
( 24) 1886, before the Superior Court of the county of Orange, “to set. 
aside the judgment, orders and decrees in said case, and to hold 
the same and all proceedings thereunder, ineffectual to preclude the 
defendant from setting up title to the land mentioned in the petition.” 
The motion was based upon the alleged ground that the court had 
acquired no jurisdiction of the person of the defendant. The affidavit 
of J. H. Woods was filed, setting forth that Martha E. Pickett was born 
on 4 April, 1861, and intermarried with affiant in December, 1880. 
That the endorsement on the summons was in the handwriting of the 
counsel of the petitioner, Levi F. Cates, and that the signature of 
Martha E. Pickett to the endorsement was in her handwriting; that 
she was then an infant under fourteen years of age, and the endorse- 
ment was signed after the day it bears date, at the command of said 
Levi F. Cates, under whose control—as her step-father—she then was. 
An affidavit of Martha H. Cates, the mother of the defendant and 
wife of the plaintiff, was filed, setting forth the age of her daughter, and 
that after she (the daughter) was twenty-one years. of age, she received . 
from Levi F. Cates and herself, the sum of $25, derived from the sale 
of the land, accompanied with a copy of the receipt therefor, signed by 
the defendant and her husband, and that she had heard the defendant 
_ say since she became of age, that she did not need the may and asked 
Levi Cates to keep it for her. 
The affidavit of L. F. Cates was filed, in aubstance that of Martha H. 
Cates. 
The affidavit of J. W. Gattis was filed, setting forth that he had pur- 
chased of Martha H. Cates, for full value in money, in good faith, 
without notice of any fraud or irregularity in the sale or proceeding 
under which the sale was made; that he is now the owner of a portion of 
the land, having sold parts of it to other parties for value before any 
3 notice of this proceeding, some of which had been resold, without any 
. notice, ete. 
( 25 ) The clerk, after setting forth the tad of the appointment of 
the plaintit as administrator of E. W. Pickett, the filing of the. 
petition, and other proceedings in relation thereto, as herein stated, and 


_ that the motion was made upon the ground that the defendant “was a 


_ minor when she married, and that there was no service of summons upon 

the guardian ad litem, and that she was not properly before the ont 

and the whole Prcseeene: void,” gave the following judgment : . 
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“That the proceeding was irregular, is admitted, but it is considered 
by the court that the irregularity is cured by section 387 of The Code, 
and it is adjudged that the motion to set aside the judgment be not 
allowed.” _ 

From the judgment there was an appeal by the defendant, which was 
heard at Chambers, and the judgment was affirmed, and from. this judg- 
ment the defendant appealed to this Court. | 


W. W. Fuller and John W. Graham for plaintiff. , 
R. C. Strudwick, J. A. Long and John pbb Jr., for one 
cited and relied on Young v. Young, 91 N. C., 359. 


Davis, J., after stating the facts: We think, by the well settled con- 
struction placed by this Court upon section 387 of The Code, the irregu- 
larities in the proceeding and judgment sought to be set aside by the 
motion in this cause were cured, and there was no error in refusing to 
allow the motion. 

Owing to the great change in our judicial system and practice, caused 
by the adoption of The Code, there was much uncertainty as to the 
correct mode of procedure, and many irregularities resulted from a want 
of familiarity with the new practice. Some legislation was abso- 
lutely necessary to cure these defects, and this Court has now (26 ) 
frequent occasion to pass upon questions bordering on the 
shadowy line that separates proceedings and judgments absolutely void, 
from those that are irregular—some of them exceedingly so—but within 
the curative power of the Legislature. 

The proceedings and judgment in this case are within both the letter 

and spirit of section 387, and illustrate the justice of, and the necessity 
for its enactment. — Under the old practice, it was quite common—in 
fact, the general practice—for the administrator to file his petition 
against the heir to make assets, and if an infant, without any service 
upon him, have a guardian ad litem appointed, who would accept service — 
and answer for him. In this case, whether the acceptance of service by 
the infant defendant be treated as valid or null, there was a guardian 
ad liem appointed by the court to defend her interest; he answered for 
her, and the court proceeded to adjudicate the cause, which was clearly 
within its jurisdiction. Hare v. Holloman, 94 N. C., 14; Sumner v. 
Sessoms, 94. N. C., 371; Williams v. Williams, 94 N. C., 733; Fowler v. 
‘Poor, 93 N. C.; 466; Welliamson v. Hartman, 92 N. C., 236; England v. 
Garner, 90 N. C., 197; Howerton v. Sexton, 90 N. on 581; ; Mauney v. 
Gidney, 88 N. C., "200; Johnson v. Futrelt, 86 N. C., 129, 

This motion is aed upon the affidavits of the nghand. not those of 
the defendant, jmade more than twelve rear after the sale which it 
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seeks to make void, and long after the property had passed by convey- . 
ance from the original purchasers to other persons. There is no allega- 
tion of any actual fraud, nor is the proceeding impeached for fraud, 
which would bring it within the saving of the proviso of section 387. 
The irregularities which had grown out of the failure to comply with 
_ the provisions of chapter 17, section 59 of Battle’s Revisal, as construed 
by the court, were those which section 387 was intended to cure; and, 
of course, if the provisions of that chapter had been complied 
( 27 ) with, as it is insisted by counsel for the defendant ought to have 
been done, there would have been no necessity for the remedial 
legislation. Moore v. Gidney, 75 N. C., 34; Allen v. Shields, 72 N. C., 
504; Bass v. Bass, 78 N. C., 374; lel on, were all prior to the passage 
of section 387, and it is more than probable that the construction placed 
upon the law in those cases, led to the enactment of that section. _ 

We will not consider the constitutional question presented by counsel 
for the defendant, for the power of the Legislature to pass the curative 
act, so far as it applies to this case, is well settled by this Court, which 
| renders it unnecessary for us to discuss that point. 

. The cases of Stancil v. Gay, 92 N. C., 462; Larkins »v. Bullard, 88 
N. ©., 25; Morris v. Gentry, 89 N. C., 248: Mathaws v. Joyce, 85 N.C., 
258; and. other authorities cited by counsel for defendant, are distin- 
guishable from this, in that, in those cases, there was dither no service 
of process at all on the infant or guardian ad litem, or no appearance 
for the infant, or fraud, or other vitiating facts, that rendered the pro- 
ceedings absolutely votd, and not merely irregular, = 

There was no error. Let this be certified. | | | 

Noerror,. Affirmed. 


Cited: Edwards v. Moore, 99 N. on re Gia: Rountree, 109 N. C., 
33; Dickens v. Long, 112 N. C. B18; Smith. v. Gray, 116 N. C., 314; 
Rackley v. Roberts, 147 N. C., "208 ; Hughes v. Pritchard, 153 N, 0, 
143; Harris v. Bennett, 160 N. C., 344; Welch v. Welch, 194 N. C., 635. 


JOHN U. SMITH Vv. SAMWL T. SMITH, ADMINISTRATOR. 
| Evidence—Tha Code, Sec. 580. 


An administrator of a deceased debtor who is a defendant, is rendered incom- 
petent by section 580 of The Code, to testify to any admissions which he . 
may have heard his intestate make in regard to the nonpayment of a 
“pond executed prior to 1 August, 1868. | A 

(Waddell v. Swann, 91 N. C., 105; overruled.) a 
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Civiz action, tried on appeal from a justice of the peace, ( 28 ) 
before Connor, J., at August Term, 1886, of Orange Superior 
Court. 

There was a judgment for the plaintiff, and the defendant appealed. 

The facts appear in the opinion. 


John W. Graham for plaintiff. 
John Manning for defendant. 


Sire, C. J. The present action was begun on 22 June, “1886. before 
a justice of the peace, and by the defendant’s appeal removed to the 
Superior Court of Orange County, and is upon three several bonds for 
the payment of money, made by Calvin, the intestate of the defendant, 
in the years 1849, 1852 and 1857, The defense set up in the answer is 
payment, in support of which the defendant relies on the statutory pre- 
sumption by the lapse of time. 

To rebut the presumption, besides other evidence of admissions of 
the deceased debtor, the plaintiff introduced the defendant himself, and, 
after objection to this competency made by the defendant and averenlel 
was permitted to examine the witness to prove other and similar declara-_ 
tions of his intestate, and he testified that he heard his father say, some 
time before his death, that he owed his brother John (the plaintiff), and 
wanted the principal of the debt paid. The competency of this witness 
to testify in this case, under the disabling act of 1883, The Code, sec. 
580, is the only question we propose to consider. The ruling of the 

Court is in accordance with what is said in Waddell v. Swann, 91 
N. C., 105, in putting a construction upon the act, and, as we suppose, 
was made upon its authority. In that case, the ruling was as to the 
admissibility of evidence from the defendant, in contradiction of decla- 
rations of himself, drawn out from other witnesses by the plaintiff 
under section 590. The judge in the court below held, not that — 
the defendant was an incompetent witness for any purpose, but ( 29 ) 
that he could not testify to this particular matter. In this he | 
was overruled. It was needless, therefore, to consider the act of 1883, 
and upon a more careful consideration, we are satisfied that the inter- 
pretation which confines its operation to cases in which the parties sup- 
posed to be personally cognizant of the disputed fact are before the 
court, is erroneous, and we recall it. The term “no person who is or 
shall be a party to an action founded on,” ete., is too broad and compre- 
hensive to be thus restricted, though the protection of the debtor is 
mainly secured by refusing to let testify the persons who are presumed 
to know whether the debt has or has not been paid, yet the act is far 
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reaching, and it excludes the personal representative as well, and indeed 
‘every one who is a party to the suit, and many who are not parties. - 

There is another inadvertence in setting out the terms of the statute. 
The disabling effect is limited to actions commenced after and not before 
August, 1868, as stated in the opinion. _ | 

There is error in permitting the defendant to be examined, for which 
the verdict must be set aside and a venure de novo awarded. 

Error. | _ Reversed. 


L, H. REEVES v. W. B. BOWDEN, 
Slander—Pleading. 


1. Where in an action for slandering the plaintiff, the words set out in the 
complaint are ambiguous, but admit of a slanderous interpretation, it 
should be left to the jury to say, under all the circumstances, what mean- 
ing was intended. 

2. So, where in such action, the defamatory. words were as follows: “That. 
damned scoundrel knows all about it from beginning to end,” and it was 
charged in the complaint that thereby the defendant meant to charge the 

plaintiff with having feloniously abetted the crime of arson; It was held, 
that it was improper. to nonsuit the plaintiff, and the case should have — 
_ been left to the jury to say in what sense the words were spoken. 

(Sasser v. Rouse, 18 Ired., 142; Lucas v. Nichols, 7 Jones, 33; cited and ap- 

proved, ) 


(30.) | Tus was a civil action, to recover sanaies for slander, tried 
before Shepherd, J., at January Term, 1887, of Wayne Superior 
Court. — 
- ‘The first allegation of the complaint sets forth at sonmiderable length 
the burning of certain houses on 23 April, 1886. One of these houses 
was occupied partly as a dwelling, partly as a storehouse, and partly 
as a warehouse; one other was occupied as a. dwelling, and one other as 
a store. 

The second eee 18 as follows : 

“TT, That on 24 April, 1886, at Goldsboro, North Guana as icie 
tiff is informed and believes, the defendant, in a conversation with one 
John H. Edgerton, in regard to the burning of said houses, in the 
presence ard hearing of John H. Edgerton and divers other persons, 
maliciously spoke, of and concerning the plaintiff, the false and defama- 
tory words following, v viz.: ‘That damned scoundrel,’ meaning plaintiff, 
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‘knows all about it,’?. meaning the burning of said houses, ‘from be- 
ginning to end,’ thereby intending falsely to charge plaintiff with hav- 
ing wilfully, wantonly and feloniously aided and ubetied1 in sas ae 
to and burning said houses.” 

The following is section two of the answer: 

“That he admits speaking the words set out in the several allegations 
of the complaint, but denies that said words were false and defamatory, 
and that they were spoken maliciously.” | 

“He further denies that he intended by mr words to charge (31 ) 
the plaintiff with having wilfully, wantonly and feloniously aided 
- and abetted in setting fire to and burning said houses.” | 

The issues, which were agreed upon, were as follows: 

“T, Did the defendant, in using the words mentioned in the com- 
plaint, thereby intend to charge the plaintiff with having wilfully, 
wantonly and feloniously aided and abtted in setting fire to and burning 
the houses mentioned in the fompietat, or either of them ? 

_ “TT, Was such charge false? : 
— “TTT, What damages has the plaintiff sustained ?” | 

The plaintiff introduced testimony as to good character. He also 
read in evidence allegations one and two of the complaint. He also 
introduced section two of the answer, but proposed to read only down to 
the word “but,” in the third line. The defendant insisted that he should 
read all of said section, as explanatory of the allegations of the com- 
plaint, which had been fully read to the jury. This the plaintiff de- 
clined to do, and the court ruled that he must read all of said section or 
none. To this ruling the plaintiff excepted. The plaintiff then read the 
whole of said section. The court stated that by reading it, the plaintiff 
did not make it his evidence so as to preclude him prom denying any 
part of it. 

The plaintiff then closed his case. 

At this stage of the proceedings the defendant moved, on the evidence 
and pleadings, for a verdict: 

1. Because the complaint did not set forth a cause of action. 

2. Because on the whole evidence the plaintiff has not made out a 
case, 

The court held that the complaint did not set forth a cause of action, 
and that upon the whole case the plaintiff was not entitled to recover. 

The plaintiff moved for a new trial and it was granted by the 
court, which after consideration was of the opinion that it erred ( 32 ) 
‘in holding that the complaint did not set forth a cause of action, | 
and that upon the whole case the plaintiff was not entitled to recover. 
From the order granting a new trial the defendant appealed. 
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Davis, J. after stating the facts: We think the Siseatone contained 
in the complaint did constitute a cause of action. In Sasser v. Rouse, 
13 Ired., 142, it is said that “although the words do not, in their ordinary © 
meaning, import a slanderous charge, yet if they are susceptible of such 
a meaning, and the plaintiff avers a fact, from which it may be inferred 
_ that they were for the purpose of making the charge; upon proof of 

this averment, it should be left to the jury to say whether the defendant 
used the words in the sense imputed, and not in their ordinary sense.” 
So in Lucas v. Nichols, 7 Jones, 33, it was held, that when the words 
used were ambiguous, admitting of a slanderous interpretation, it was | 
proper for the judge to leave it to the jury to say, under the circum- 
stances, what meaning was intended. We think the language used, the 
connection in which it was used, accompanied by the averments in the 
complaint, and the point given to it by the epithets: used, entitled the. 
plaintiff to have the issues passed upon by the jury, and the plaintiff 
was entitled to the new trial given. 

There was no error in granting the new trial. Let this opinion be 
certified. a | | 

No error, | 7 - a | Affirmed. 


(33 ) 7 | 
: B. W. JONES ann Wire v. JORDAN H. PARKER. 


New Triak—Jwrors—I mpeaching Verdict. 


1. Where the sniaiiot for a new trial is addressed to the discretion of the trial 
judge, his action is not the subject of review on appeal. 


2. The testimony of a member of the jury cannot be heard to pupesch the 
verdict,. 


(8. 9%. McLeod, 1 Hawks, 346; 8. v. Smathwood, 78 N. C., 563; cited and ap- | 
REO) . 


Ron Action, tried before Shipp, J., and a jury, at Fall Term, 1886, 
of Gates Superior Court. 
_ There was a judgment for the defendant, and the ee appealed. 
~ ‘The facts appear in the opinion. | 


- John Gatling for plaintiffs. as ae et ae ate 
No counsel for defendant. ae 
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Davis, J. There is no error assigned in the record, but a motion was 
made for a new trial, based upon affidavits filed by some of the jurors, 
that they did not concur in the verdict, and by others that they. did not — 
understand portions of the charge of the court. 

- Counter-affidavits by other members of the jury were also filed. The 
case states, that “the court, considering the affidavits fully, and acting 
upon. personal knowledge: of what transpired 3 in court, in the exercise of 

its discretion, refused the motion.” | 

The granting of a new trial, when a matter of ren as in fis 
case, is purely a subject for the consideration of the presiding judge, 

and ‘this Court has no power to review or control the exercise of his dis- 
cretion. This.is too well settled to need the citation of authority. 

His Honor gave full consideration to the affidavits of the 
jurors in regard to their verdict. In S. v. McLeod, 1 Hawks, (34 ) 
346, Henderson, J., said: “It has been long settled, and very 
properly, that evidence impeaching their verdict, must not come from 

the jury; but must be shown by other caatimiony and this has been. 
affirmed in 8. v. Smallwood, 78 N. C., 563. 

We call attention to these aathoritios, because we hint it unsafe and 
| unwise, as a rule, to permit verdicts to na nen by the testimony of 
_ jurors rendering them. 

In this case no error having been assigned in the record, and none 
appearing, the judgment must be affirmed. Let this be soritied. 

No error. | . | Affirmed. 


Cited: S. v. Batley, 100 N. C., 533; Purcell v. R. R., 119 N. Cs 739; 
Bird v. Bradburn, 131 N. C., 490; ee aes Yount, 138 N. C., 342; 
Lnimber Co. v. Lumber Co., 187 N. C., 418.. 


E. A. ARMFIELD anp A. A. LANEY vy. WILLIS G. MOORE. 
Statute of Limitation—Nonresident Debtor. 


1. Where a debtor is out of the State at the time the cause of action accrues, 
the statute of limitation does not begin to run until he returns to this 
State for the purpose of making it his residence. 


2. Where after the cause of action accrues the debtor leaves this State and 
' resides out of it, the time of his absence from this State shall not be taken 
as any part of the time limited for the commencement of the action. 
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3. Where after the cause of action has accrued the debtor leaves this State 
and is continually absent for one year or more, although he may not have 
changed bis domicile, the time of his absence shall not be counted on a 
plea of the statute. bs 

4. Where the debtor was a nonresident of this State, but was here on visits 
of a day or two each year, such visits would not have the effect of putting 
the statute in motion, and the cause of action will not be barred, although 
more than the time required to bar it has ene since the cause of 
action acerued. = 

5. The provisions of section 162 of The Code seal to the obligations of non- 

residents. as much as to those of residents of this State. 


( 35) Civ, action, tried before M alpen: J., at February Term, 
1887, of Union Superior Court.. 

The plaintiffs brought this action on 28 Ogalee 1886, before a 
justice of the peace, to recover the money due upon the note "under seal 
of the defendant, for $61.93, dated 23 February, 1876, and at one day. 
from date, bearing interest at the rate of eight per cent per annum, from 
11 October, 1875. This note was executed in the town of Monroe, in 
this State, and at the time of its execution, the maker thereof, the de- 
fendant, was a nonresident of this State, and he has been so ever since 
that time; but two or three times each year, he comes to the town named — 
above, to market, remaining a day or two on each visit. The plaintiffs, 
the obligees of the note sued upon, have been continually residents of 
this State since before the execution of the note. 

The defendant pleaded and. relied upon the statute of limitation, 
barring actions upon sealed instruments after ten ai next after the 
cause of action upon the same shall have accrued. - - 

The justice of the peace gave judgment for the plaintiffs, from which 
the defendant appealed to the Superior Court, where there was judg- 
ment for the plaintiffs, from which the defendant appealed to this Court. 


EL. C. Smath ( Vann and Stevens also filed a brief) for plaintrffs. 
Covington and Adams filed a brief for defendants. 


Merarmon, J., after ating the facts: The plaintiffs contend that 
inasmuch as the defendant was continually a nonresident of this State, 
and absent from it except for two or three brief business visits a 
(36) day or two each year, before the action was brought, the statute 
of limitation does not bar his right to recover the money specified 
in the bond sued upon, and the interest due upon the same, and we are 
of that opinion. 
The statute (The Code, sec. 162) seb that, “Tf, when the cause 
of action accrues, or judgment be rendered or docketed against any 
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person, he shall be out of the State, such action may be commenced, or 
judgment enforced, within the times herein respectively limited, after — 
the return of such persons into this State; and if, after such cause of 
action shall have accrued, or judgment rendered or docketed, such per- 
son shall depart from, and reside out of this State, or remain continually 
absent therefrom for the space of one year or more, the time of his 
absence shall not be deemed or taken as any part of the time limited for 
the commencement of such action, or the epercamisns of such judg- 
ment.” — 

It will be observed that this statutory provision prescribes and em- 
braces three distinct cases in which the statute of limitation will not 
operate as a bar because of the continuous lapse of the time prescribed 
next after the cause of action accrued, or judgment was rendered or 
docketed: (1) Where the debtor was out of the State at the teme the 
cause of action accrued, or the judgment was rendered or docketed. 
This case may apply alike to a resident or nonresident debtor. In it 
time does not begin to lapse in his favor until he shall return to the 
State—not simply on a hasty visit of a day or two, at long intervals— 
but for the purpose of residence. And if, after such return, he shall 
depart from the State for the purpose of residence out of it, or to sojourn 
out of it for a year or more, the time of his absence will not be allowed 
in his favor; it will be subtracted from the time that would have been go 
allowed, if he had remained in this State. (2) When, after the cause 
of action accrued, or the judgment was rendered or docketed, the 
debtor—resident or nonresident of the State—departed from and ( 37 ) 
resided out of it, “the time of his absence shall not be deemed or 
taken as any part of the time limited for the commencement of such 
action, or the enforcement of such judgment.” (3) When, after the 
cause of action has accrued, or judgment has been rendered or docketed, 
the debtor shall depart frou the State, “and remain continually Bnent 
for the space of one year or more,” the time of his absence shall not be 
allowed in his favor. 

This case seems to apply to a resident of this State against whom there 
is a cause of action, and who goes and remains out of it for De length 
of time mentioned. 

_ The general purpose of the statutory provision under consideration, 7 
taken in connection with the statute of limitation, is to give the person 
having a cause of action accrued, or judgment, as prescribed, opportunity 
substantially during the whole of the lapse of the time against him, to 
bring his action or enforce his judgment. Thus, in the case before us, 
if the defendant was out of this State at the time the plaintiffs’ cause of 
action accrued, the lapse of time as to it in his favor, did not begin 
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until his return to this State to reside here. Or, if he departed from 
this State after the maturity of the note sued upon, to reside out of it, 
or to sojourn out of it for a year or more, the time of his absence could 
not be allowed to make part of the ten years on. which he relied. as: a bar 
to the plaintiffs’ action. To make the bar, there must have been a 
lapse of ten years less the time of such absence, | 

The purpose is, to prevent defendants from having the benefit of the 
lapse of time—the statute of limitation—while they permit debts against 
them, past due, to remain unpaid, or other causes of action against them 
to remain undischarged, and keep beyond the limits of the State and the 
jurisdiction of its courts, and thus prevent the person having the right 

to sue, from doing so. It is not the policy or purpose of the 
(38) State, to drive its citizens, directly or indirectly, to seek their 

legal remedies abroad, or to encourage nonresidents to keep out of 
it and beyond the jurisdiction of its courts, as would in some measure 
be the case, if by keeping out of the State, the debtor or person against 
whom a cause of action exists, could avail himself of the lapse of time 
during his absence. 

The counsel for the appellant feted 4 in the argument, that the statute 
under consideration does not embrace nonrosiaents of this State. We 
cannot so interpret it. The words “any person,” employed to designate 
the persons to be affected and embraced by it, are very comprehensive, 
and there is nothing in its scope or purpose that excludes them. Why 
should they be on a more formidable footing as to the lapse of time 
than residents? 7 

We can see no reason, pounce in. justices or sound policy, why this 
should be so. There is nothing in their legal status, or their circum- 
stances as such, or in the nature of the statute of limitation, that ought 
justly to give them more favorable advantage. If there exists just cause © 
of action against a nonresident in favor of a citizen of this State, prop- 
erly cognizable here, he ought to discharge it, but if he will not, and 
stays beyond the State, so that the person aggrieved cannot have his 
remedy, he ought not to have the benefit of the lapse of time, when at 
last he is found here, and action has been brought against him. He is 
not entitled, in common justice, to such defense, and the statute, fairly 
Interpreted, does not give it to him. He cannot reasonably complain of 
the staleness of his lability, any more than a resident who, under like 
‘elrcumstances, goes out of the State, and resides or remains there for a 
long while. If the demand is stale he made it so, in contemplation of 
law, and he shall not be allowed to take advantage of his own laches. 

The courts of other states have given like interpretation to statutes 
substantially like that now before us. Bennett v. Cook, 43 N. Y., 
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537; Carpenter v. Wells, 21 Barb., 594; McCord v. Woodhull, ( 39 ) 
47 How. Pr. Rep. (N. Y.), 54; Hacher v. Everett, 57 Me., 548; 
Lane v. Bank, 6 Kan., 74. 

There is no error. To the end the judgment may be affirmed, let this 
opinion be certified accoreos, to law. It is so ordered. | 

No error. - | | Affirmed. 


Cited: Alston v. Hawkins, 105 N. C., 6; Lee vw. McKoy, 118 N. C., 
522; Williams v. B. & L. Assn., 181 N. C., 269, 270; Bolwar v. Cedar 
Works, 152 N. C., 657. a 


J. R. LONG v. J. B. FITZGERALD. 


Arbitration and Award. 


1. Unless a submission to arbitration is made under an order of the court, the 
award cannot be made a judgment of the court, except by consent. 


2. Where a party files exceptions to an award and seeks to have it modified 
by the court, he waives all objection to the fact that the submission was 
made in pais, and the court can proceed to act on the award as if it had 
been made under an order in the cause. 


3. Where all matters embraced in an action are submitted to arbitrators, and | 
they make no mention in their award of one item of charge claimed by one 
of the parties, they will be taken to have disallowed it. 

(Metcalf v. Guthrie, 94 N. C., 447; Jackson v. McLean 96 N. C., 474; cited and 
approved. ) 


Gam ACTION, tried before Avery, J., at Fall Term, 1886, of Haywoop 
Superior Court. 

With the issue of the summons, on 1 J ie 1883, the plaintiff sued out 
a warrant of attachment against the defendant, a nonresident debtor, 
which was levied upon two stocks of goods, one at Waynesville and one 
at Pigeon River, as his property. The defendant disclaimed any interest 
in the last mentioned goods, and upon his own, and a series of 
affidavits of others, for matters therein set out, moved to vacate ( 40 ) 
the order of err which being heard at Chambers, was 
modified by reducing the plaintifi’s demand to $582.50, and ‘directed the 
sheriff to retain only so much of the goods as would satisfy that sum 
and the costs incidental to the action, but a vacation of the order was 
refused ; whereupon both parties caused appeals to be entered, that were 
not, however, prosecuted. - | : 
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The parties just before filing the pleadings, and while the action was 
pending, with a view to a settlement of the controversies that had sprung 
up and become connected with the original cause of action, entered into 
an agreement in these words: 
~ “Whereas, a civil action is pending in the Superior Court of Haseon 
County, between J. R. Long, plaintiff, and J. B. Fitzgerald, defendant, 
and, whereas an attachment which was issued in said cause, was levied on 
a stock of merchandise in Waynesville, and also a small stock of goods at 
Clyde Station, and whereas the Hon. J. C. L. Gudger has ordered a 
modification of the said attachment, so as to hold thereunder enough to 
satisfy the sum of $582.50, and to return the remainder of the goods 
levied on the defendant, from which order the said J. R. Long as well as — 
the said J. B. Fitzgerald have appealed to the Supreme Court: Now, 
therefore, we, J. R. Long and J. B. Fitzgerald, do hereby agree to refer 
this whole cause, together with the appeal, and it is a part of this agree- 
ment, that the arbitrators are to decide whether the stock of goods levied 
on at Clyde Station was the property of the defendant at the time it was 
levied on, and whether they are lable to satisfy the plaintiff’s recovery 
in this action, in case he obtained judgment aforesaid, to A. L. Herren, 
W. W. Stringfield and John A. Ferguson as arbitrators. And under 
this agreement, it shall be their duty to settle all matters in dispute 

between the parties to this action, and also any claim of defendant 
(41) for damages on account of said seat, and the attachment as 
es originally issued and levied, is to remain in force, and. the goods 
to remain in the sheriff’s custody, to abide the award of the said arbi- 
trators. But this last agreement is not to affect the defendant’s claim 
for damages, as above set forth. And we do hereby mutually covenant 
to and with each other, that we will each faithfully abide by and perform | 
the award of the majority of said arbitrators, and their award, or that 
of a majority of them, is to be entered as the judgment of the court in 
this cause. This 24 August, 1885.” 

The award was as follows: 

“Whereas, an action is pending in the Superior Court of Haywood 
County in the above-entitled cause, and whereas, the parties plaintiff 
and defendant have agreed in writing, dated 24 ‘Mapas, 1885, to refer the 
whole cause to A. L. Herren, W. W. Stringfield and J. A. Ferguson, as 
arbitrators, to hear and determine all the matters in dispute, and 
whereas, they further agreed 1 in said writing to abide by the award of 
said arbitrators; | 

Now, therefore, we, the undersigned, in pursuance of the above ene 
ment, met at the court room in the town of Waynesville, on 27 August, 
1885. After hearing the evidence and argument of counsel, which was 
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concluded on 31 August, 1885, we find as our judgment and awerd, and 
so return to the Superior Court of said county, as follows, viz. | 

1. That the defendant, J. B. Fitzgerald, was not a ae of the 
firm of J. S. Fitzgerald ‘& Co., doing business at Clyde; we therefore 
adjudge that the attachment be dismissed, and that said goods be 
returned to J. S. Fitzgerald & Co. | . 

2. That the plaintiff had no cause of action on i. J uly, 1885, and that 
the attachment levied on the stock of goods at Waynesville be 
_ dismissed, and that the plaintiff pay the costs of said attachment, ( 42 ) 
to be taxed by the clerk. 

3. That the plaintiff, through his agent, contracted ‘with the defend- 
ant’s agent, on 28 March, 1885, for the sale of a stock of goods then in 
the town of Waynesville and to arrive soon, which stock, on 7 April, 
1885, amounted to the sum of $2, 450, as pee contract, at “first cost,” 
including five per cent. 

4. That the defendant eid plaintiff on said amount, one note, in- 
ree interest thereon, amounting to $1,567.50, and to plaintiff’s agent, 
G. A. P. Long, $150 (including one-half month’s wages to plaintifi’s 
agent), making j in all $1,717.50. 

5. That the attachment levied on the stock of goods in the town of 
Waynesville on 1 July, 1885, be dismissed at the plaintiff’s cost. 

6. That the damages sustained by the defendant by reason of said 
attachment, are $432.50, which amount is to be taken from the above 
$2,450 in addition to the $1, 717.50, leaving a balance of $300 due the 
plaintiff. 

7. That the plaintiff should not have the house bought of Reeves to 
pay for, but in case he has said debt to pay, then the defendant, J. B. 
Fitzgerald, should become liable to plaintiff for the said debt. 

8. That the defendant shall have ninety days from the time that the 
possession of the goods is given him to pay the balance on said goods. | 
9. That the sheriff at once put the defendant in possession of the said 
goods and house. | 

10. That the plaintiff pay the cost of the action, except one-half of 
the cost of this arbitration, which one-half shall be paid by the defendant 
and the other half by the plaintiff. 

11. That we each charge for five days services in this arbitration at 
three dollars per day, making the amount due each $15. | 

12. That the clerk of said county tax the cost as above ad- ( 43 ) 
judged.” 

— The plaintiff filed the following exceptions to the award: 

“1. For that the arbitrators exceeded their powers in dismissing the 
attachment and ordering the goods taken under the attachment at Olyde 
. Station to be released to J. S. Fitzgerald & Co. 
| 53 
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“2, That said arbitrators exceeded their powers in finding ‘that the 
defendant, J. B. Fitzgerald was not a member of the firm of J. 8. Fitz- 
_ gerald & Co. , doing business at Clyde, in that no such matter was re- 
ferred to them. 

. “3. For that the said arbitrators failed 1 to decide the question of rents 
due from defendant to plaintiff. 

“4, For that said arbitrators failed to decide whether defendant hired 
G. A. P. Long from the plaintiff, and how much was due plaintiff for 
sald G. A. P. Long’s services as clerk. 

_ “5, For that said arbitrators exceeded their powers in dismissing the 
attachment which was levied on the goods at Waynesville. 

“6. That said arbitrators exceeded their powers in awarding the costs 
to be paid by plaintiff. 

“7, That said arbitrators exceeded their powers in awarding damage 
to the defendant, and at the same time ordering the same to be taken 
from the amount due plaintiff for sale of goods. 

“8, For that the said arbitrators exceeded their powers and erred in 
the law, in that they awarded that the $300, which they found due the 
plaintiff, should not be payable by defendant until ninety days after the 
possession of said goods should be given to him (defendant). 

“9. That said arbitrators exceeded their powers and violated the law 
in awarding ‘that the sheriff at once put the defendant in possession of 

said goods and house.’ 
(44) “10. For that the award is contrary to the law, in that it finds 
as a fact and a conclusion of law ‘that the plaintiff had no cause 
of action on 1 July, 1885.’ 

“11, For that said arbitrators failed to decide sphetlies defendant 
agreed to pay the balance due upon the goods in three months or not. 

“12! That said arbitrators failed to decide and find what per cent of 
_ the sales made by the defendant had been paid to plaintiff.” 

_ The defendant. brought forward an amendment to his answer, in the 
nature of a plea since the last continuance under the former practice, 
this award, as a defense and in bar of the further prosecution of the — 
suit, the course suggested in Metcalf v. Guthrie, 94 N. C., 447, as the 
proper one to be. pursued when the award is such as pure an end to the 
action. 
— To this the plaintiff replisa: alleging the award to be irregular, illegal 
and void, for reasons contained in the impeaching exceptions already on 
file in the cause. Upon the hearing the court adjudged that the arbi- 
trators had not power to order the redelivery of the attached goods to 
the defendant until the rendition of judgment upon the award, and 
: sustained the first exception of the plaintiff. 7 
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‘The other exceptions were overruled, and judgment rendered for the 
plaintiff i in the sum of $300, with interest from 1 September, 1885, and 
against him for costs, except half the allowance to the arbitrators, to 
be paid by the defendant in accordance with the terms of the award. 

From this judgment the plaintiff appealed. 3 


G. A. Shuford for asad 
No counsel for defendant. 


Smiru, C. J., after stating the facts: As is said in the opinion in 
Metcalf v. Guthrie, 94 N. C., 447, unless the reference was under an 
_ order made in the cause, the award. could not, without the acqui- 

- escence of parties, in its various parts, become the judgment of (45 ) 
the court, except as disposing of the action and barring its future 
prosecution. But there is no reason why, by consent, this may not be 
done, and thus the whole controversy determined. 

This result is accomplished by entering up judgment for the sum 
‘awarded the plaintiff, with oo except those mentioned, against the 
plaintiff. 

We concur with the rulings of the court upon the exceptions, and in 
- filing them to be acted on by. the court, all objection to the assumption 
and exercise of jurisdiction in sige of them, as matters introduced 
in the case, has been waived. | : 

The case is wholly unlike that of 5 ackson v. M cLean, 96 N. C.,, 414, 
in which the right to take cognizance of the award, and snore: it, 18 
strenuously denied. But for this concession, we ahould be compelled to 
follow that course of action, and leave the award to be enforced in some 
other way. | 

Obviously, the award embraces the whole subject-matter sulundtted: 
and must be understood as covering everything in the submission—the 
claim for rents, in disallowing it, as is specially mentioned. | 

The only point, then, presented for review, is as to the interference 
in so much of the award as directs an immediate restoration to the de- 
fendant of his attached goods, and this ruling is not unfavorable to the 
plaintiff, for it follows the payment of the debt due him, and is only a 
security for the debt. The award is complex, consisting of many parts, — 
. and must be. performed, if at all, as an entirety. 

Hence, as the suit is not dismissed, and the plaintiff rocovers the 

$300, the result of the adjusted demands of the parties, the dissolution 

_ of the attachment at once exposes the same property to seizure and sale, 

and can work no practical injury to the plaintiff. Of this the | 

defendant does not complain. Thus, the jurisdiction over the ( 46 ) 
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award, exercised with the acquiescence of both, settles the whole matter 
in controversy, and renders unnecessary a resort to.a new action for its 
enforcement. 

There is no error, and the ‘judgment i 18. affirmed. 

No error. | | Affirmed. 


Cited: Reizenstein v. Hahn, 107 N. C., 158; Kelly v. R. R., 110 
N. C., 432; Peele v. R. R., 159 N.C., 62 


-R. J. PORTER v. THE RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD COM- 
PANY, anD THE CHARLOTTE, COLUMBIA AND AUGUSTA BarUnOs) 
COMPANY. 


Evidence—Contract—J udge’ 8 Charge. 


1. In an action genius a corporation for services rendered to it under a 
contract of hiring, which contract is denied by the corporation, a letter to 
the plaintiff from an agent of the corporation, recognizing him as a 
Servant of the corporation, is competent evidence to establish the contract, 
and also to corroborate the plaintiff when his testimony has been contra- 
dicted by such agent. 

2. Where the evidence presents the case to the jury in baa. aspects, it is not 
error in the trial judge to refuse a prayer for instructions, which would 
present the case to the jury only in one aspect. | 

3. Where a railroad corporation agreed witb the authorities of a city to pay a 
certain proportion of the salary of a policeman to be assigned to duty 
Specially at its depot, and the plaintiff. was employed ; It was held, that he 
could sue the corporation on the contract for a failure to pay him the 
part of his salary which it had agreed to do. 


Crvin action, tried before M ontgomery, J., and a jury, at February 
Term, 1887, of Meckitensure Superior Court, | 
The complaint alleges : 
“T, That on 16 May, 1882, at the request of the defendants, he was 
duly elected special policeman by the board of aldermen of the city of 
Charlotte, State aforesaid, the said defendants agreeing and 
(47) promising to pay plaintiff two-thirds of such salary as should be 
fixed by the said board of aldermen; that the said board of alder- 
men then and there fixed plaintiff’s salary at forty-five dollars per month. 
IJ. That plaintiff served as such special policeman from said 16 May, 
1882, until the ........ day of May, 1883, on which last named day, at the 
request of the defendants, the plaintiff was reélected to said office, 
by the.said board of aldermen, for the term of two years next thereafter, 
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the defendants agreeing and promising to pay plaintiff at the rate of | 
thirty dollars per month for his said services as theretofore. | 

III. That plaintiff served the defendants as special policeman from 
said ........ day of May, 1883, to and including 11 May, 1885; that the 
defendants paid him for his said services at the rate of thirty dollars per 
month up to and including 31 July, 1884. That said defendants have 
failed and refused to pay plaintiff salary from said 31 July, 1884, to. 
May 11, 1885, inclusive, for which said service the defendants are in- 
debted to plaintiff in the sum of two hundred and eighty-one dollars.” 

_ The defendant broadly denies these allegations, and alleges as matter 
- of defense as follows: - 

“For a further defense to plaintifi’s first cause of action, the defend- 
ant says that, recognizing the necessity for a policeman at its passenger 
depot in the city of Charlotte, it applied to the board of aldermen of 
said city for the appointment of a special policeman to be stationed at 
this defendant’s depot in said city, but for no definite length of ‘service, 
and as an inducement to that end, agreed with the said city of Charlotte, 
to pay two-thirds of such salary as might be fixed by said board of alder- 
men for such policeman, which proposition was accepted, and the plain- 
tiff appointed as such policeman by said board of aldermen. That asa 
matter of convenience, this defendant paid the amount of compen-- 
sation agreed upon directly to the plaintiff, instead of into the ( 48 ) 
treasury of said city. That after the appointment of plaintiff, as 
_ aforesaid, he was under the control and authority of the city, and was 
assigned to duty at this defendant’s depot. That this defendant complied 
with its agreement with the said city of Charlotte, as hereinbefore set 
forth, until 31 August, 1884, when it discovered that the plaintiff was so 
inefficient and negligent of his duties as such policeman, that it notified 
both the city authorities and the plaintiff, that the plaintiff’s services 
were no longer desired, and this defendant refused to pay any further 
sum towards his salary, and thereafter the plaintiff never rendered any 
services to this defendant.” 

The following is so much of the case settled on appeal as it is neces- 
sary to set forth here: 

“The plaintiff offered in evidence the unaide of the bound of aiiee: 
men of the city of Charlotte, showing the proceedings of the meeting of 
the said board, held 20 February, 1882, the material part of which is as 
follows: 

“Capt. S. S. Pegram, representing the Richmond and Danville Rail- 
road Company, appeared before the board, to request that a policeman ~ 
be appointed, with assignment to special duty of attending at the depot 
of said road on the arrival of passenger trains, and stated that the rail- 
road company would consent to pay $30 per month towards the salary 
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of such policeman. On motion of Alderman Schenck, it was ordered 
that the request be complied with, and that the board proceed to the 
election of a policeman, who shall be paid $45 per month, provided that 
the railroad company furnish $30 of said amount, such policeman to be 
a regular city policeman, subject to the orders of the chief of police of 
this city, and assigned to special duty at the Richmond and Danville — 
passenger depot, to attend the arrival and departure of all passenger 
trains, to be uniformed and equipped as other policemen. Captain 

Pegram suggested the name of R. J. Porter as a suitable person 
(49 ) for. the position, who was thereupon nominated by Alderman 
| Wilkes, . . . and a vote having been-taken, the mayor an- 
nounced that R. J. Porter had received the majority of the votes, and 
declared him elected. Mr. Porter being present, then came forward, and 
the mayor administered to him the oath of office as a policeman, and he 
was at once assigned to duty.” 

The plaintiff next offered in evidence the records containing the pro- 
ceedings of said board of 12 May, 1883, as follows: 

“At the request of Captain Gormley, agent of the Richmond and Dan- 
ville Railroad Company, the board proceeded to elect a policeman for 
service at the railroad passenger depot, the railroad company agreeing 
to pay two-thirds of his salary. Alderman Wilkes moved that R. J. 
Porter be elected, and he was elected unanimously, at the same salary | 
as fixed for the other policemen. 2 

The plaintiff next offered in evidence the charter and ordinances i: 
the city of Charlotte, by which it appeared that policemen were elected 
for a term of two years, the election of plaintiff, 20 February, 1883, 
being for an unexpired term, which ended in May, 1883. The plaintiff 
introduced one Fred Nash as a witness, who testified that he had been 
secretary and treasurer of the city of Charlotte from a time long prior to 
1882 up to this time; that in 1882, to May, 1883, the salary of a police- 
man was $45 per month, and in 1883, it was increased to $50 per month; 
that the Richmond and Danville Railroad Company never paid anything 
to the city on account of Porter’s salary; that in 1882, and to May, 
1883, the city paid Porter $15 per month on account of his salary, and 
: after the salary was raised, paid him $20 per month, 

The plaintiff, R. J. Porter, in his own behalf, testified that he entered 
upon his services as policeman at the depot of ‘defendants when he was 

first appointed, in February, 1882; that he discharged the duties 
( 50) of a policeman at the depot from that time until in May, 1885; 

that his name was first put on the “pay-rolls” of. the Richmond 
and Danville Railroad Company, and. that he was paid by said com- | 
pany’s paymaster every month just like the other employees of the com- 
pany; that the company paid him for his services from February, 1882, 
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until May, 1883, regularly every month, and from the latter time on 
until 31 July, 1884, when the company stopped paying him, and had not 
paid him for the balance of his term; that the company paid him $30 
_ per month prior to 31 July, 1884; that he served out his full term to 
12 May, 1885, and demanded payment of the balance due of the said 
company, which was refused. 

The defendant introduced J. J. Gormley, who testified that he acted 
as agent for the defendant in going before the board of aldermen; that 
defendants had joint depots; that Porter attended the trains aud kept 
order until witness quit the service of the companys! that he was agent 
of both companies. 

Mr. Young, for the defendant, testified that he was ticket diotk for 
the defendants at their depot, in January, 1885, and was at. the depot 
four times in the twenty-four hours; that he did not see Porter there 
about that time, as he recollected, though he could not say positively 
that he was not there; that he never saw him there. 

W. A. Moody, for defendant, testified that he had been agent for de- 
fendant companies since 1 August, 1884; that Porter rendered no serv- 
ice, to his knowledge, after August, 1884; that witness was there nearly 
every day; Porter was on the pay-rolls for August, 1884, and was allowed 
his time, but never paid. 

Mr. Kennedy, for defendant, testified that he was yard dispatcher of 
defendant companies, at their depot, in 1884; that Porter never ren- 
dered any service to defendant after August, 1884; that he (witness) 
had orders not to recognize him (Porter) as pelioanan for the 
company. Cross-examined, he stated that Porter was there, as (51) 
usual, after August, 1884, but that witness did not recognize him 
as serving the railroad company. — 7 

The plaintiff, recalled, testified that on or aftch 4 Ostdber: 1884, the 
witness Kennedy handed him a letter while he was at the depot — 
as policeman. | 

The defendant objected to the introduction of the letter. 

The plaintiff’s counsel thereupon stated that they proposed to prove 
that Kennedy handed the letter to Porter for the purpose of showing, 
in contradiction of Kennedy, that Kennedy did recognize Porter as 
policeman at that time, and also as a circumstance tending to corroborate 
Porter’s statement that he acted as policeman at the depot after August, 
1884, and until May, 1885, and not to prove any fact by the contents of 
- the letter. 

His Honor admitted the evidence of the transaction between Kennedy 
and Porter for the purpose indicated, and the defendants excepted. 

The plaintiff further testified that Kennedy handed him the letter, 
and asked him to attend to the matter; that he acted as policeman for 
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defendants at their dapat after fis received Moody’ s notice, and heard 
no objection until today; that he had a difficulty with Moody before he 
got the notice. | 

The defendant requested his Honor to charge the jury: | 

I. That plaintiff is not entitled to recover on his own testimony. | 

II. That plaintiff is not entitled to recover on all the facts of the case. — 

ITI. That according to the record evidence in the cause, the contract 
was made with the city of Charlotte by the defendant, and not with the 
plaintiff, and the plaintiff cannot recover in this action. 

His Honor refused to give these instructions, and, among other 
things not excepted to, charged the jury, that if the defendant requested 

the city of Charlotte to appoint a special policeman to be assigned 
(52) to duty at its depot for the special benefit of defendant, and it 
agreed to pay two-thirds of the policeman’s salary—thirty dol- 

 lars—and plaintiff was appointed as such policeman, and performed the 
services required of him, he would be entitled to recover of defendant, if 
it made the contract. 

The defendant excepted to the refusal of the court to give its special 
instructions, and also excepted to the part of the instructions given. 

There was a verdict. for the plaintiff. 

The defendant moved for a new trial; motion overruled; judgment 
for the plaintiff; appeal by a endede, . 


Platt D. Walker for plaantaff. 
Chas. M. Busbee for defendant. 


Merraimon, J., after stating the facts: The letter handed to the plain- 
tiff on 4 October, 1884, by the “yard dispatcher” of the defendant, was 
clearly competent evidence, as tending to prove, not the truth of what 
was said in it, but that the agent of the defendant at and about its 
depot, where the plaintiff, in the course of his employment as policeman 
was accustomed to be, recognized and treated him as a policeman in the 
service of the defendant, as contemplated by the contract of employment 
alleged in the complaint. And moreover, the fact of handing the letter 
to the plaintiff, and directing him to do service, was evidence corrobora- 
tive of his testimony, We it tended to contradict the witness who 
handed it to him. 

The defendant was not entitled to the special instructions which its 
counsel requested the court to give the jury, because, if the jury believed 
the evidence in. the view of it contended for by the plaintiff, he was 
entitled to their verdict. There was evidence tending to prove the con- 

tract of employment, and service rendered the defendant in pur- 
(53) suance of it, substantially as alleged in the complaint, while 
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there was evidence introduced by the defendant to the contrary. It 
was the province of the jury to hear and weigh it all, and determine 
- what part of it they would believe. Nor was the contract in question — 
made by the defendant entirely with the board of aldermen of the town 
of Charlotte. It was, indeed, a perty! to it, but so also was the plaintiff, 
in substance and legal effect. 

The board of aldermen, at the instance of the defendant, agreed to 
appoint the plaintiff to be! policeman, and did. so appoint him, to do 
special police service at and about its depot, and to pay him a fixed part 
of the compensation agreed to be paid to him; the defendant, as certainly | 
agreeing to pay him another fixed part of it; the plaintiff agreeing. on 
his part, to accept the appointment with its terms, and to do the service 
required. This seems to us to be the fair, practical import and effect 
of the contract—a sort of arrangement for the convenience of all, and 
for the special benefit of the defendant. The parties 80 understood and 
acted upon it. The defendant understanding that it had agreed to pay 
the plaintiff a certain part of his salary, placed his name on its ‘ ‘pay- 
- roll,” and for a considerable while regularly paid him the compensation 

it agreed to pay. There is nothing of which we can conceive, in the 
nature of the arrangement and contract, that rendered it essential that 
the plaintiff's wages should go into the hands of the board of aldermen, 
and thence into his own hands. That would be a useless sort of circum- 
ambulation that ill comports with practical business transactions; and it 
is not surprising that the defendant took this. view, until this action 
was brought. Whether the plaintiff did service in pursuance of the 
contract as alleged by him, was a question of fact to be determined by 
the jury, and this they found in favor of the plaintiff. — 

The instructions given the j Jury by the court were substantially ( 54) 
correct. Judgment afirmed. | 

No error. i | Affirmed. - 


T. B. TWITTY er aL., Executors, v. W. B. LOVELACE. 
Contract to Convey Land—Powers—Executors. 


1. Where, acting under a power conferred by a will to dispose of the testator’s 
estate in his land, the executor contracts to sell the testator’s interest in 
a certain tract of land, and upon payment of the purchase money to convey 
such interest in fee to the purchaser, the executor is not liable, under the 
terms of this contract, either individually or in his ReUTEsoMEatve: capacity, 
fora ee in eee title to a part of the land. 
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2. Before the act of 1797 (The Code, sec. 1492), when the obligor in a bond to 
make title died before doing so, the obligee had to look to the heirs, but 
' that act conferred the power to make title in such cases upon the adminis- 
trator, but he could only convey such title as his intestate had, and this 
only to the purchaser, | 


(Osborne 1 uv, MeMillan, 5 Jones, 109; cited and approved. 


Crvin action, tried before Avery, J., at Spring Term, Baud of Rors- 
ERFORD Superior Court. | 

The plaintiffs, executors of Sarah Havailion: by virtue of a power 
conferred in her will, made sale of certain land as belonging to her to 
the defendant, and some three or four weeks thereafter, executed and 
delivered to him the following instrument in writing: 

“Bonp For Tirie.—Received of W. B. Lovelace $1,500 (check) on 
First National Bank, Charlotte, drawn by H. D. Lee & Co., in favor of 
W. B. Lovelace, and endorsed by him to L. F. Churchill, also a note 
for $1,500, to be due, with interest at eight per cent from date (27 De- 

comber, 1883). , on 1 December, 1884, the above being the consid- 
(55) eration for Miss Sarah Hamilton’ s interest in her farm, known 

as her Second Broad River plantation, containing about 465 acres, 
and on payment of said note and interest, W. B. Lovelace is to have a 
deed in fee for said interest, from. the executors - of said deceased. 
_ 27 December, 1883.” | 

The. present action is to recover the amount due on the note, which — 
represents the residue of the purchase money. The defendant resists the 
payment of the debt in full, alleging that the testatrix had only an estate 
for life in a portion of the ‘land mentioned in the contract, consisting of - 
136 acres, for which suit has been brought against him by persons 
claiming as heirs at law of one James Arthur, and which suit had been 
compromised, and the title assured, by the payment of $200. For this 
- sum he demands a deduction from what he yet owes. Two asstles were 
submitted and responded to by the jury, to wit: 

1. Are the plaintiffs unable to perform their contract set zor in the 
_ complaint? Answer: No. 

2. What are defendant’s damages? Answer: None. 

During the trial the court announced that the jury would bs in- 
structed, that upon its face, the contract undertook to convey only such 
interest as the testatrix had in the land, and that the defendant was not 
entitled to. damages under his counterclaim in abatement of the debt, if 
the plaintiffs were able and willing to make such conveyance. _ 

- The defendant thereupon, before the jury were charged, moved to add 
this additional issue: “Was the price mentioned in the contract a fair 
price for an estate in fee simple in the land described in the complaint? 
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The motion was hie ond the defendant SACEDUM a ee 
from the judgment against him, | 


W. P. Bynum for iaidaies. 
John F. Hoke for defendant. 


Smiru, C. J., after stating the facts: The only question pre ( 56 ) 
sented on the appeal: is the correctness of the interpretation put 
upon the contract by the court, since the refusal to allow a third issue, 
if the subject of exception at that stage of the trial is connected with and 
dependent on it. In this we concur in the opinion of the judge, that a 
conveyance of the interest which the testatrix had in the entire tract, 
fulfills the requirements of the contract. It is stated that the sale of the 
premises was made some weeks before the paper-writing was delivered, _ 
and it is not to be supposed that the verbal contained more stringent | 
obligations than are found in the written undertaking. The executors 
were but exercising a power, and acting as trustees in carrying out the 
directions of the will which confers the power and imposes the trust, 
and this would be done by selling the estate, whatever that might be, 
which was’ vested in the testatrix, without a personal assumption as to 
its nature and extent. This is plainly expressed in the contract itself, 
for it declares the price to be paid is “the consideration for Miss Sarah 
Hamilton’s interest in her farm,” and that when the purchase money 
has been paid, the defendant “is to have a deed in fee for said interest 
from the executors.” The stipulation is to convey her interest, and to 
execute a deed in form sufficient to pass her estate in fee simple, if such 
she had. | 

It would be most unreasonable to expect a executors to enter into a 
personal obligation as to the title, or to attempt to impose it upon the 
trust estate. The latter they could not do, since the power given is to 
dispose of the testatrix’s estate—not a larger or a better estate than she 
possessed in the farm, but that estate or interest which was vested in | 
her. We have an illustration of the principle in Osborne v. McMillan, 
5 Jones, 109, where the administrator of one who had entered into a 
contract for the sale of land, and had not made the deed, executed a 
deed therefor containing a covenant of quiet enjoyment, ‘under the act — 
of 1797 (The Code, sec. 1492), and was sued because of an evic- 
tion under a paramount title in another. Delivering the de ( 57 } 
Nash, C. J., uses this language: — | 

“Before the passage of the act of 1797, when a vendor sere into a 
bond to make title, and died before doing so,-his heirs were the proper 
~ persons on whom the purchaser had the right to call for the necessary 
conveyance. If they refused to convey the title, the purchaser was 
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driven into a Court of Equity, and to such a suit the heirs were neces- 
sary parties. This proceeding was attended with much delay, trouble 
_and expense. To avoid this expense; trouble and delay, the acts were 
passed, and they are express in limiting the operation of the adminis- . 
trator’s deed, so far as the estate of the intestate is concerned, to the 
title of the intestate, < | 

The analogy in the cases is strong. As the statute enables the repre- 
sentative to pass the intestate’s or testator’s title, and this only to the 
purchaser, so the will, without aid from the statute, confers the same 
power to sell and convey the title of the testatrix in the land, and this is 
the full extent to which, as executors, discharging a fiduciary duty, the 
defendants could go, or have attempted to go. 

There is no error, and the judgment must be affirmed. __ 

No error. — | | Affirmed. 


M. P. PEGRAM v. THE WESTERN UNION TELEGRAPH COMPANY. 


£4 elegraph C lompantes—N egligence. 


1. An' act which under some circumstances would be simply negligent under 
other circumstances would be grossly negligent. 


2. A telegraph company may limit its liability from ordinary negligence in 
sending unrepeated messages to the amount paid for the transmission of 
the message, but it cannot exempt itself where there has been igroes neg- 
ligence. . 


3. What would be ordinary negligence in endiae a message appnranuy of 
small consequence, might be gross negligence where it was manifest that 
the message was important. 


4. A party sending a telegram is charged with notice of the printed contract 
_ at the top of the message, whether he. has read it or not. 


5. The failure by a telegraph company to employ careful and skillful. operators 
is gross negligence. 


(Lassiter v. Telegraph Co., 89 N. C., 336 ; distinguished.) 


(58) Tis was a civil action, tried before Montgomery, J., at No-— 
vember Special Term, 1886, of the Superior Court of Muoxtzy- 

BuRG County. 
The defendant is a duly are company, whose business it is 
to transmit messages over its lines for pay. | 
The plaintiff was engaged in the city of Charlotte, in the dates of 
_ buying and selling railroad and other stocks for profit, and one Wm. C. 
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Sedden was engaged in similar business, under the firm name of Wm. C. 
Sedden & Co., in the city of Richmond, Virginia. On 14 February, 
1881, the plaintiff delivered to the defendant, at its office in Charlotte, 
for transmission over its line to the said W. C. Sedden, in Richmond, a 
message in the following words: 4 

“Party offers one e hundred shares C.C.& A,, at forty-three. Answer 
quick.” 

The charges for said nlessage were paid, and the defendant company 
undertook and contracted, in consideration thereof, to transmit it. In 
response to the telegram so sent to the said Sedden, he caused to be 
transmitted to the plaintiff, over the same line, on the same day, a tele- 
gram in the following words, to wit: “Will take one hundred shares; 
draw at sight with stock attached, if wish.” © 

The telegram delivered by the defendant company to W. C. geiden 
at Richmond, was not the one sent by the plaintiff, but was in the follow- 
ing words: “Party offers one hundred shares OC. C. & A: at forty. Answer 
quick.” 

The plaintiff alleges that in consequence of the offer of the (59 ) 
stock at’ forty dollars per share, as stated in the telegram de- 
livered to the said Sedden in Richmond, he immediately sold the amount 
of said stock in Richmond, at the price of $41.75 per share, which was 
then the market price of the stock in that city, but in order to deliver 
the same, he had to purchase other stock of the said railroad, at that 
price or more, and that by reason of the said error in the price, and the 
negligence and carelessness of the defendant, the plaintiff was compelled 
to pay to the said Sedden the difference between 100 shares of said stock 
at $40 per share, and the same stock at $41.75 per share, and other costs 
and damages to the amount of $250. 

For a second cause of action he alleges that the mistake in the trans- 
mission of the message, was owing to the gross and wilful negligence 
and carelessness of the defendant, whereby the loss and damage were sus- 
tained, for the recovery of which this action is brought. 

The defendant admits the receipt and transmission of the message as 
alleged, but says that the price charged was only sixty-two cents, being 
the sum charged for messages of that length not required to be repeated 
_ to prevent mistakes, and says that the plaintiff was distinctly notified 
that mistakes were liable to occur in the transmission of messages, and 
that to guard against such mistakes, it was necessary to repeat the mes- 
sage for comparison, and that the charge for so repeating, was an addi- 
tion of one-half to the regular charge; that the plaintiff was also dis- 
tinctly notified that the defendant would not be liable for failure in the . 
correct transmission and delivering of said message, unless the same — 
was so repeated; that the plaintiff elected not to pay the additional toll 
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or charge, but expressly agreed with the defendant that, in considera- 
tion of its sending the message for the reduced toll, it should not be lable 
for any mistake or delays, or for nondelivery of such unrepeated mes- 
sage, whether happening by the negligence of .its servants or 
(60) otherwise, beyond the amount received for sending the same, 
and that the defendant contracted to transmit the message upon 
this agreement, and that the mistake occurred in the course of trans- 
mitting it over the wires and receiving it in Richmond.” 

The answer denies that the mistake was the result of carelessness or 
negligence, but was naturally incident to unrepeated messages, always 
liable to occur, and of this the plaintiff had full knowledge and notice, 
and by his agreement exempted ae defendant from liability in respect 
thereof. 

To the second cause of action the defendant answers, denying that the 
error or mistake was owing to the gross and wilful carelessness or negli- 
gence of the defendant or its employees, and denies hability on account 
of said mistake. | 

The plaintiff testifies that he delivered the ner message to the de- 

fendant company; that he writes a legible hand, and that he prepaid the 
charges. In two hours after sending the message he received a reply 
from Sedden & Co. .The next day he discovered the mistake, by receiv- 
ing a letter or message. 
' The plaintiff then offered to show that he did not read the printed 
matter on the telegram, and did not know its contents. This was ob- 
jected to, and the objection sustained and exception noted. The printed 
matter referred to, contains limitations upon the liability of the de- 
fendant in sending unrepeated messages, substantially as averred in its 
answer, and the printed request, preceding the written part of the mes- 
sage: “Send the following message, subject to the above terms, which 
are agreed to.” 

There was a judgment for the plaintiff for the sum of sixty-two 
cents—the cost of the message—and he appealed. . 


 W. P. Bynum and. Platt D. Walker ( A. Burwell was with them on 
the brief) for plaintiff. 
John Devereux, Jr., for defendant. 


( 61 ) Davis, 7 after stating the facts: That the limitations restrict- 

ing the Nabiliies of telegraph companies in the transmission of 
unrepeated messages are reasonable and proper, and that such limita- 
tions are binding upon the sender of a message who elects to take the 
risk of sending it unrepeated, rather than pay the small additional cost 
to secure accuracy, we regard as settled by the case of Lassiter v. Pele. 
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graph Co., 89 N. C., 336, and the authorities there cited; but, as was 
said in that case: “The exemption is not extended to acts or omissions 
involving gross negligence, but are confined to such as are incident to 
the service, and may occur where there is but slight attaching culpa- 
bility 3 in its officers and employees.” 

Negligence and gross negligence are relative terms. An act, under 
certain cirmustances, might be simply negligent; the same act, under 
other circumstances, might be grossly negligent. —_ 

_ Undoubtedly, a carrier would be charged with greater care in handling 
valuable glassware than iron ware, or in transporting a package of gold 
than one of brass. So, what might be slight negligence in a telegraph 
operator in. transmitting a message of small apparent importance, might 
be gross negligence in transmitting one of apparently great importance. 

Conceding that the defendant company had a right to limit its lia- 
bility, and that the plaintiff was charged with notice of the printed 
matter contained in the telegram sent, but that such limitation did not 
extend to acts of gross negligence, was there evidence of such negligence 
in this case? It was the duty of the defendant to employ competent 
operators; there was evidence tending to show that the operator at Rich- 
mond was not competent. The witness, Dodge, said: “I did not con- 
sider the operator at Richmond a competent man.” Dodge had been 
manager of the defendant’s office at Charlotte, and testifies as to the 
method of transmitting messages. He testifies that the message 
sent contained fourteen words, and that he sent it exactly as ( 62) 
written. He says: “I telegraphed that I was sending fourteen 
words. I put fourteen words on the wires. It would be the duty of the 
receiving operator to answer, ‘O.K.’ if he received the number of words. 
If the message received did not contain that number of words ; 
It was his duty to telegraph me that it was short. In this case, I 
put the telegram on the wires correctly. He telegraphed me, ‘O. K.,’ 
which means that he. received the words correctly. I should say the 
wires were all right that day, and in good working order. . .. I 
have been operating for thirty-seven years, and I think I can give an 
opinion as to the competency of the operator at Richmond. My opinion | 
was that he was not a fair operator for that office.” ‘The message de- 
livered to the operator at Charlotte contained a proposition to Sedden & 
Co., to sell them stock at “forty-three”; the message delivered read’ 
“forty, ” leaving out the word “three.” The witness Dodge says: “It is 
possible, but hardly probable, that the word ‘three’ could have been lost. 
but by the exercise of ordinary care, the mistake could have Deen 
avoided.” 

. This case“is clearly distinguishable from Lassiter v. Telegraph Co., 
supra. In that case, the mere fact of the mistake was the only: evidence 
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of negligence. The number of words sent was the number of words 
received. There was no evidence as to how the mistake occurred, and no 
evidence of carelessness or incompetency on the part of the agents of the 
company. Nor was there anything to Andievate that the message was of 
special importance. : 

Could the mistake here have been avoided by the exercise of ordinary 
care? Or was it the result of gross negligence? | | 

The only issues which his Honor allowed to be submitted were: 

First. Was the word “three” omitted by the gross negligence of the 
defendant or its servants ? 

Second. What are the plaintiii’s damages, if any? 
(63) The court instructed the jury that there was no sufficient evi- 
dence to go to. them on which they could find that there was gross 

negligence, and they must respond to the first issue—No. 

We think there was evidence of gross negligence, and that the court 
erred in not submitting it to the jury. 

The plaintiff is entitled to a new trial. Let this be certified. 

Error. : . Reversed. 


Cited: Thompson v. Tel. Co., 107 N. C., 457; Brown v. Tel. Co., 111 
N. C., 191; Rhyne v. Tel. Co., 164 N. C., 394. 


R. R. PORTER, ADMINISTRATOR, V. WESTERN NORTH CAROLINA 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Certiorart. 


1. A certiorari in order to correct the case on appeal will not be granted, 
when it appears from the petition that the particulars in which the peti- 
tioner asks to have it changed, are not material to the proper hearing of 
the case. 


2. Where it is sought to have the case as settled by the judge corrected by a 
certiorari, the petitioner should set out his grounds for believing that 
the judge would make the corrections if given an opportunity, and not 
| merely that he believes that probably the judge would do so. 
(McDaniel v. King, 89 N. C., 29; Currie v. Clark, 90 N. C., 19; Cheek Vv. Wat-. 
son, ibid., 302; Ware v. N esbit, 92 N. 202; 8S. v. Gooch, 94 N. C., 986; 
cited and approved. } 


-Purrrion by the defendant for a corhioran, heard at eheay Term, 
1887, of the Supreme Court. | 
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The petition of the defendant for the writ of ee err represents that 
-_plaintiff’s counsel prepared the case on appeal, which, with defendant’s 
exceptions, was delivered to the presiding judge for his examina- 

tion and settlement. That as settled by him, petitioner is in- ( 64 ) 
formed, it was sent by mail to the clerk of the ‘Superior Court of 
Buncombe, but for some reason, never reached his office; that about 
three months later, another case was made out by the iadge, and sent to 
the clerk, and is that certified in the transcript to this Court; that the 
present case, unlike what he learns was the former, does not, as did the 
other, set out the facts in full; that among the imperfections, the case 
omits to state that the first issue was changed after verdict (but in what 
particular is not shown); that it fails to state that the fourth issue, to 
which the next is a natural sequence, was submitted at the plaintiff’s 
instance, after the argument had begun, and over defendant’s exception; 
that the jury were charged upon each issue, and the responses thereto, 
treated as a special verdict; and also, that it is probable that his Honor 
would make the suggested eorrectitns, if he had opportunity to do so. 

The petition is signed by counsel, and the facts in it sworn to by both 
of them, while a | separate aihidayit. on another matter, is filed by the 

other. 

The plaintiff in his answer admits the allegations ander in regard to 
the preparation of the .case on appeal, but in reply to the charge of 
omissions, says: That the only change in the first issue, was in adding 
to it, as first framed, the concluding words “by the defendant,” which. 
was suggested by the court, and this was done “by consent of counsel for 
the defendant” ; that no complaint is made of the manner of setting out 
the evidence, and the defendant’s counsel expressed at the trial his satis- 
_ faction with the verdict, and, deeming it favorable for the defense, 
moved for and obtained judgment thereon against the plaintiff. 


No counsel le plaintiff. 
C'. M. Busbee for defendant. 


Smiru, C. J., after stating the facts: There is no sufficient ( 65 ) 
ground aoe ios our interposition, in giving an opportunity to | 
the judge to modify the statement, nor do those suggested appear mate- 
rial in disposing of the appeal. The defendant does not appeal from 
any ruling of the court, and the sole inquiry is, as to the Judgment that 
should be rendered upon the facts ascertained. 

. Moreover, there are no reasons suggested why the judge would favor- 
ably entertain an application for amendment, and no facts stated to 
warrant the opinion that he would “probably” make any change or addi- 
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tion, if the matter was again brought before him. The grounds of the 
applicant’s belief should be given, that we may judge of their sufficiency. 

If reasonable. grounds exist and they so appear, this Court may cause 
the matter complained of to come again before the judge, to enable him 
to review it and “to correct any error as he may deem proper. ” McDaneel 
v. King, 89 N. C., 29. 

It ought to appear upon facts shown, “that the court would probably 
make the correction.” Currie v. Clark, 90 N. C., 19; Cheek v. Meee 
wbid., 302; Ware v. Nesbit, 92 N. C., 202. 

Where the action of the court haa been careful and sousidernts. no. 
occasion for “interference is presented.” JS. v.. Gooch, 94 N. C., 986. 

Such we deem the present application, and the writ must be refused. 

Denied. : 


_ Crted: Boyer v. Teague, 106 N. C., 574; Lowe v. Elliott, 107 N. C., 

719; Broadwell y. Ray, 111 N. C., 457; Bank v. Bridgers, 114 N. G., 
108; Reggan v. Sledge 116 N. C.,, 92: ‘Cainsron vy. Power Co., 187 N. C, 
101; Slocumb v. Construction Oo. 142 N. C., 352; Paul v. Burton, 180 
N. C., 48. 3 | : 


(66) 


 R. R. PORTER, Orr vy. WESTERN N ORTH CAROLIN A 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Issues—General and. S pocial Verdicts—Contributory N eaaeiee 


1. Where issues are submitted which are not raised by the pleadings, without 
objection in the court below, objection cannot be made to them for the 
first time in this Court, and the findings must stand. 


2. Where the jury respond affirmatively or negatively to the issues submitted 
to them, it is a general verdict although there be several issues; when 
they state the facts, and leave the court to apply the law arising upon. 
them, it. is a special verdict. 


3. In actions for the recovery of money only, or of specific real. Grapes the 
jury may in their discretion render either a general or special verdict, 
but in all other cases the court may direct them to find a special verdict, 

and it may instruct them, if they find a general’ verdict, to find upon 
particular questions of fact, material in. the case, but which are not put 
in issue by the pleadings. a 


- 4, Where a servant knows that his coservant is negligent and eccwieas: and 
unfit for his employment, and yet continues in the service of the common 
master, and is injured by the negligence of such reckless fellow-servant, | 
nothing else appearing, he has contributed = the injury and pannor re- 

cover, 
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5. Where a servant remains in the employment of his master after he knows 
that a fellow-servant is incompetent, he does not contract by implication 
to take the risk, but if prevented from recovering on this ground, it will 
be by reason of contributory negligence. 


6. Where the findings on the issues are contradictory» a new trial will be 
granted. 


-% So, where in response to one igaue the jury found that there was no con- 
tributory negligence, but in response to another, they found that the plain- 
tiff’s intestate knew of the reckless character of his fellow-servant by 
whose negligence the injury occurred, a new trial was granted. 


(Henry v. Rich, 64 N. C., 379; Miller v. Miller, 89 N. C., 209; Swann v. ‘Wad- 
dell, 91 N. C., 108; Wright v. Cain, 93 N. C., 296; Willis v. Branch, 94 
N. C., 142; Patton v. R. R., 96 N. C., 455; Smith v. McGregor, 96 N. C., 
101; Morrison v. Watson, 95 N. C., 479; Crutchfield v. R. R., 78 N. C., 
800; Johnson v. R. R., 81 N. C., 458; Pleasants v. R. R., 95 N. C., 195; 
Bank v. Alerander, 84.N. C., 30; Mitchell v. Brown, 88 N. C., 156; Hilliard 
v. Outlaw, 92 N. C., 266; Turrentine v. R. R., 92 N. C., 688; cited and 
approved.) — —_ a oe 


(Cowles v. R. R., 84 N. C., 811; cited in the dissenting opinion.) 


Crvin action, tried before Avery, J., and a jury, at August ( 67 ) 
Term, 1886, of Buncomse Superior Court. 

The following is the single paragraph of the complaint that gives rise 
to the issues of fact and law that arise in this case. 

“3. That on or about 5 May, 1883, one Daniel Donavin, the intestate 
of the plaintiff, was employed by, and 3 in the service of, the defendant 
company, as a laborer and watchman at the Swannanoa Tunnel on said 
railroad, in connection with its business of operating said railroad; that 
while ie was so employed, and duly engaged about his re and 
service as such laborer and watchman so in the service and employ of 
the defendant company, the defendant company, unskillfully, carelessly, 
negligently and recklessly, so managed, moved and ran one of its engines, 
as to strike and run said engine against, upon and over the body of the 
intestate, and thus instantly. to kill him, the said intestate; and that the 
plaintiff, by reason of such killing of his intestate, has econ entitled to 
recover from the defendant company thirty thousand dollars.” 

The material parts of the answer are as follows: | 

“3. Defendant admits that Donavin was a watchman in its employ- 
ment at Swannanoa Tunnell. Defendant denies the rest of allegation 
No. 3. | : a 


Defendant for a further debits says: 


1. That it is informed and believes, that the deceased came to this - | 


death by his own negligence, i in not getting out of the way of an engine, 
and by not Pons in his proper place when killed; or, 
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(68) 2 That if hs was killed through negligence at all, it was by 
the negligence of the engineer running the engine, who was a 
fellow-servant of the deceased; or, | 
.3. That it was from some unknown. cause or accident, for which the 
defendant i is not lable.” 

At the trial the court submitted issues to the jury, whereof the fol- 
lowing are copies, to which they responded as stated at the end of each: 

1. Was the plaintiff’s intestate injured by the unskillful, careless and 
negligent management of one of the defendant's engines, by the de- 
fendant? Answer: Yes. 

2. Did plaintifi’s intestate contribute to his own injury by his negli- 
gence? Answer: No. 

3. Was the death of plaintiffs intestate caused by the negligence of 
Jack Edwards, an engineer and Ee esent of pee NL 
Answer: Yes. 7 

4. Did the defendant company retain thé: said Edwards in its service - 
after the defendant company had knowledge, or by reasonable diligence 
might have ascertained, that said Edwards was incompetent, inefficient 
or reckless in running iis engine? Answer: Yes. | 

5. Did the plaintiff’s intestate know that said Jack Edwards was in- 
competent, inefficient or careless In- running an engine, and with such 
knowledge remain in the service of the defendant till he was a kalled'§ 
Answer: Yes. 

6. What is plaintiff's damage! Answer: Nine fined five idee’ 
dollars.” 

The court instructed the jury on the law and cecanieng bearing upon 

each of said issues. | 
(69) The plaintiff did not except, pris or after verdict to the 
instructions given or instructions refused. The plaintiff déclined 
after verdict to move for a new trial. After the rendition of the verdict, 
the plaintiff moved the court for judgment upon the findings of the 
jury, on the first, second and sixth issues especially, and upon the whole 


verdict, in favor of the plaintiff for the sum of nine thousand five hun- _ 


dred dollars, and the costs of the action. | 

In the instructions given by the court eee upon the second issue, — 
and when the attention of the jury was directed to said issue, the court 
recapitulated all of the testimony offered by the parties, to show that 
plaintiff’s intestate either did or did not contribute by his own negligence 
to cause the 1 injury ; but no reference was made by the court to the testi- 
“mony as bearing upon this question, whether the plaintiff's intestate 
knew that Edwards was a reckless engineer, and remained in the service 
of the defendant company after he had such knowledge. _ 
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In the instructions given to the jury bearing upon the fifth issue, 
however, the court stated to the j jury, as counsel on both sides had stated 
in the argument, that the only testimony bearing upon that issue, was 
the testimony of the wife of plaintifi’s intestate, as to what he said to 

her about Jack Edwards. 

The defendant’s counsel contended that there. was no conflict eee 
the findings on the second and fifth issues, and if there was any. such 
conflict, the findings on the fifth issue, being a special finding, would 
control under section 410 of The Code. 

The court refused the motion for judgment by plaintiff, and rouidered 
judgment for defendant for the costs. The plaintiff excepted to said 
judgment and to the refusal of his motion for Judemeny and appealed. 


John Devereua, Th, (J. H, Merrimon also filed a brief) po (70) 
plaintiff. 

Charles M. Busbee (D. ‘Schenek and Charles Price also filed a brief ) 
for defendant. 


Mrnammow, he after uae the facts: It is true, as sigontended: by the 
counsel of the appellant on the argument here, that the pleadings did not 
raise the fourth and fifth issues. submitted to the jury in.this case. It 
was therefore irregular to submit them, but it, does not appear in the 
record that the appellant objected. to them at the trial, or at all, in the 
court below, nor is error assigned as to them, nor can error in, such 
respect be assigned i in this Court, as has been decided j in many cases.. 

The verdict, in response to these i issues, must be accepted and. acted 
upon, for any proper purpose in connection. with the judgment given, .or 
that ought to have been given by the court. Improper issues should..be 
objected to in apt time, and if it should turn.out that submitting them 
resulted in prejudice to the party complaining, this would be ground for 
anew trial. Issues arise upon. the pleadings, and the court has not 
authority to submit others that do not so arise in its discretion. It is a 
mistaken notion that seems to be entertained by some of the profession, 
that the statute confers such power. Generally, however, when issues of 
fact, not raised by the. pleadings, are submitted to the jury without 
objection, the presumption is, that they were submitted by consent of 
parties. Henry'v. Rich, 64 N. C., 379; Miller v. Miller, 89 N.C., 209; 
Swann v. Waddell, 91 N. C., 108; Weights: Cain, 93° N, C., 296; Willis 
v. Branch, 94 N. C,, 142; oe v. R. B., 96 Ne. C. ABB; Smith UD. 
McGregor, 96 N. C., 101. 

The counsel for the appellee conceding that these issues were. “hot 
raised by the pleadings, insisted that the statute (The Code, sec. 409), 
authorized the court, in its diseretion, to . submit. a and. that, 
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t) although the finding of facts in response to the fifth issue 1S. 

inconsistent with the general verdict in response to the second 
issue, the former must prevail, as provided by the statute (The Code, 
sec. 410), and aha, the court properly gave judgment for the de- | 
fendant. 

This argument, it seems to us, 1s based upon a misapprehension of the 
nature, extent and effect of the findings of the jury in response to the 
several issues submitted, and particularly the second and fifth. | 
| The statute (The Code, sec. 408), prescribes that, “a general verdict 

_is.that by which the jury pronounce generally upon all or any of the 
issues, either in favor of the plaintiff or defendant. A special verdict is 
that by which the jury find the facts only, leaving the judgment to the 
court.” This implies that the verdict is general, when the jury, under 
appropriate instructions from the court as to the law applicable, simply 
respond affirmatively or negatively to the issues submitted—that it is 
special when it finds the facts in evidence, pertinent to, and bearing upon 
the issues submitted—when it states the facts, and leaves the court to 
apply the law pertinent: and arising upon them. Morrison v. Watson, 
95 N. C., 479. 

Ordinarily, the verdict of the jury is general, upon the issues sub- 
mitted to them, but this is not necessarily so. The statute (The Code, 
sec, 409), prescribes that, “in every action for the recovery of money 
only, or specific real property, the jury in their discretion, may render 
a general or special verdict. In all other cases, the court may direct the — 
jury to find a special verdict in writing, upon all or any of the issues; 
and in all cases, may instruct them, if they render a general verdict, to 
find upon particular questions of fact, to be stated in writing, and may 
direct a written finding thereon. The special verdict or finding shall be 

filed with the clerk, and entered upon the minutes.” 
(72) It thus appears that j in certain specified classes of cases, the 

_ jury may, in their discretion, render a special verdict. In. all 
other cases the court may dvrect them to find a special verdict in writing 
upon all or any one or more of the issues; and it may instruct them if 
they render a general verdict, “to find upon particular questions of fact, 
to be stated in writing, and may direct a written finding thereon.” The 
purpose of this provision is, to settle some important, leading question 
of fact, arising in the case, that is not made an issuable fact in the plead- _ 
ings, but is one which the court deems material to a just determination of 
the case. In such case, the fact is found, and the court will determine its 


Tegal bearing and effect. 


In the present case six issues were submitted to the jury. Their 

verdict upon each was general—a simple affirmative or negative response. 

The jury did not purport to render, nor did they in effect render a 
} } ¥ | i 
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special verdict. Nor did the court instruct them to find a special verdict 
in writing, upon all or any of the issues; nor did it instruct them to 
“find upon particular. questions of fact,” stated 1 in writing; nor did they 
make such findings. 

All the issues submitted are supposed to have arisen upon the plead- 
ings, and the verdict as to each is general, and must be so seat a by 
the court. 

The statute ( The Code, sec. 410), which provides that, eins a 
special finding of facts shall be inconsistent with the general verdict, the 
former shall control the latter, and the court shall give Judgment accord- 
ingly,” does not apply, because, as we have seen, there is no special find- 
ing upon a question, or questions of fact, as contemplated “by it. ihe 
findings are all upon issues, and not questions, of fact. 4. 4 

If the court intended, as allowed by the statute, to instruct the jury 
to: find upon “particular questions of fact,’ embraced by the third, 
fourth, and fifth issues, it should have stated the questions in writing, 
and the jury should have found the facts—many or few—as in 
case of a special verdict, so that the court could have determined ( 73 ) 
their legal effect and application, and moreover, so that, if error 
had been assigned in such respect, this Court could, npor appeal, have 
corrected any error that might have appeared. 

Then, treating the verdict as to all the issues as general, did it war- 
rant the judgment the court gave in favor of the defendant? We think 
it did not. Manifestly, the findings upon the first, second and sixth 
issues, without regard to the findings upon the other issues, entitled the 
plaintiff to judgment. It appears from these, that the defendant, care-_ 
lessly, negligently, and tortiously injured the intestate of the plaintiff, 
as alleged, and that the intestate did not contribute to his own injury by 
his negligence, and the damages are ascertained. | 

But the findings upon the third, fourth, and fifth issues, are incon- 
sistent with the findings just referred to, and thus the verdict upon all 
_ the issues, as a whole, is rendered not only inconsistent and contradic-_ 

tory, but unintelligible, and no judgment ought to be rendered upon it. 
It is.first found broadly and without qualification, that there was no 
| contributory negligence on the part of the intestate of the plaintiff, and 
in response to the fifth issue, in legal effect, that there was such neghi- | 
gence. For if the intestate and engine-man were fellow-servants, as the 
jury found they were, and the latter was negligent and unfit for the — 
common service, and dangerous in doing such service to his fellow- 
servants, and the intestate well and clearly knew these facts, and with 
such knowledge continued in the service of the defendant while the 
engine-man did likewise, he wags thus negligent himself, and when he 
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encountered the injury complained of, occasioned by the negligence of 
the engine-man, nothing else appearing, by such negligence on his part, 
he contributed to his own injury. Crutchfield v. R. R., 78 N. C., 300; 
Johnson v. R. R., 81 N. C., 453; Pleasants v. R. &., 95 N. C., 
(74) 195; Wood on Master and Servant, sections 385, 422, 493: 
3 Wood Railway Law, secs. 394, 396; Whitaker’ s Smith on Neg., 
note on p. 397. 

The fifth issue, and the finding of the jury upon it, is indefinite and 
unsatisfactory as an ascertainment of contributory negligence. At 
what time the intestate first knew of the incompetency and dangerous 
carelessness of the engine-man—the extent of his knowledge in these re- 
spects, and how long he had such knowledge before he suffered the injury 
complained of, do not appear. And the evidence upon which this finding 
is based, is quite as indefinite and ‘unsatisfactory. Nevertheless, as the 


issue and the finding of the jury upon it were treated as sufficient, and 


there was no objection, the verdict must be deemed. a finding that there 
was contributory negligence. So that, there are two contradictory find- 
ings. Which is the true one? Which shall the Court accept as true? 
Why shall it accept one and not the other? Such findings leave the | 
issues of. fact undetermined, and it is not the province of the Court, 
unless by consent, to determine them. The material facts are contra- 
dictory, and no judgment can be rendered. In such a case, the Court 
will direct a new trial. Bank v. Alexander, 84 N. C., 30; Mitchell v. 
Brown, 88 N. C., 156; Hilliard v. Outlaw, 92 N. C., 266; Turrentine v. 
R. B., vbid., 638; MM ovrison v. Watson, supra. 

The learned counsel for the appellee insisted on - the argument, that. 
the facts ascertained by the verdict upon the fifth issue, did not, in legal 
effect, constitute contributory negligence, but was in effect, a finding 
that the intestate of the plaintiff, “agreed with the defendant company 
to risk the consequences of this dangerous contact and association” with 
the engine-man. 

We cannot accept this view as correct. The law implies that the 
servant agrees to accept the ordinary risks incident to the business or 

service which he engages to do, but it does not imply that he 
(75) shall or will take upon himself extraordinary hazard, and espe- 

cially such danger'as the employer is bound to prevent and avert 
by the exercise of reasonable diligence on his part. Generally and 
ordinarily, the master and servant, in the contract of employment be- 
tween them, do not contemplate extra hazards and unusual dangers 
arising in the course of the service to be done, and hence the law does not 
imply, in the absence of express stipulation to that effect, that the con- 
tract embraced such hazards. So far as appears, the contract of em- 
ployment between the intestate of the plaintiff and the defendant was 
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the ordinary one in such cases. The parties did not contemplate extra 

and unusual hazards, nor such dangers arising from the rash and 
dangerous acts of the unfit engine-man, nor does the contract embrace 
them. by implication. 

The most that can be said in this upaet is, that the Siete be 
remaining in the defendant’s service after he had. certain knowledge of 
the unfitness of his fellow-servant engine-man—the defendant having 
the like knowledge—assumed the extra hazard as to his fellow-servant, 
and thereby waived his right to redress against the defendant in case ee 
injury arising to him from that servant’s reckless act. But by thus 
remaining in the defendant’s service, he was negligent as to his own 

safety, and by such negligence contributed to his own injury, in the 
absence of anything to the contrary, just as certainly as if he had used, 
in the course of his employment, a defective and dangerous locomotive, 
or other defective implement, knowing the same to be dangerous and 
had suffered injury from the same, by reason of such defects. | 

It was the intestate’s duty to avoid such hazard; he was negligent in 
failing to do so, and thus unfortunately contributed to the loss of his 
life. | 
The verdict and judgment must be set aside, and a new trial had 
according to law. | 

To that end, let this opinion be certified to the Superior Court. (76 ) 
It is so preted. 


_ Davis, J. Iconeur in the opinion granting a new trial. 


Sairu, OC. J., dissenting. As I do not concur with the Court in setting 
aside the verdict as self-contradictory, but am of opinion that judgment 
was properly rendered upon it in favor of the defendant, it is necessary 
for me to state the reasons upon which the dissent is based. Six issues 
were presented to and passed on-by the jury, of which those numbered 
2 and 5 are supposed to be in irreconcilable conflict, and to call for a 
reference to another jury, upon the ground that the intestate’s co- 
operative negligence, denied in the first, is affirmed in the latter Anding. 
I do not so interpret the case. | | 

The finding upon the first three issues, as explained in the third, pre- _ 
sents the case in which one servant is injured, in the present instance 
loses his life, by the negligence and want of due care of another, fellow- 
servants of the same master, for the consequences of which the authori- 
ties are uniform in holding that the common principal is not liable. 
Such hazards incident to the same, are voluntarily assumed in entering 
the service under an implied, involved in the actual contract. Contribu- 
tory negligence on the part of the injured, is not a material element in 
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the exoneration, for if not present, and the injury proceeds. from the 
sole carelessness of the employee, the result is the same. | 
To remove these obstacles to a recovery, and to bring home to the de- 
fendant its own negligence, the fourth and fifth issues were framed and 
passed on, from which it appears that the engine-man had before shown 
his unfitness for the place—indeed a recklessness in conducting his 
engine, and this was alike known to the deceased and to the com- 
( 77) pany, and yet the former remained in the service, without com- 
_ plaint made to the employing company. __ 

It is well settled that a railroad company, or any other, suivleie 
servants in the different branches of its business, which converge to one 
end, must provide safe and suitable machinery, and employ competent 
and fit persons to discharge the various duties required of each for the 
security of all. This obligation extends to necessary reparations, and to 
the discharge of employees whose unfitness has been made apparent by: 
their subsequent conduct. 

_ As the employer alone acts in these matters, his duty to those whom 
i employs, imperatively demands the exercise of proper care in these 
particulars for the safety of the others, and not less the protection of his 
own interests. So, too, the servants who detect any defects in the 
machinery, or incompetency in those with whom they associate in the 
common undertaking, should communicate the fact to the employer, 
that he may provide a remedy. If, with this information, and without 
making it known to the employer, any one remains without complaint in 
the service, it is assumed that he adds the risks from this new source of 
danger to those which he took mpon himself when he entered into the 
service. -  * 

‘These principles are recognized as governing ‘is relation between the 
employer and the employed in reference to accidents occasioned by de- 
fective machinery, or known incompetent coemployees. “In this coun- 
try,” says Mr. Wharton, “the exception has been still further extended, | 
and we have gone so far as to hold, that a servant does not, by remaining | 
in his master’s employ, with knowledge of defects in eachinere he is 
obliged to use, assume the risks attendant on the use of such machinery, 
_ if he has notified the employer of such defects, or protested against them 
in such a way as to induce a confidence that they will be remedied. The 

only ground on which this exception can be justified is, that in 
(78) the ordinary course of events, the employee, supposing that the 
employer would right matters, would remain in the employer’s 
service, and that it would be reasonable to expect such continuance. 
But this does not apply to cases where the employee sees that the defect 
has not been remedied, and yet continues to expose himself to it, In such 
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case, on the principles heretofore announced, the employee’s liability 3 In 
this form of action ceases.” Law on Negligence, sec. 221. 

_ The doctrine is thus laid down in Wood's Law of Master and Sansa: 
sec. 379. 

“The fact that an employee has complained of a detect: and holieves: 
or has reason to believe, that the defect will be medica. unless a 
promise to repair is made, does not of itself entitle him to recover for 
an injury received from such defect. The real question is, whether the 
plaintiff was guilty of negligence 1 10. performing the service, after knowl- 
edge of the defect—no promise to repair it being given—does not operate 
to relieve him of the imputation of negligence, but may have directly 
the opposite effect. It is wholly a question of care or negligence, and if 
the servant knew, or ought to have known the danger, and a person of 
ordinary prudence would have regarded it as dangerous to remain, he 
cannot recover, even though he has complained of the defect.” 

The responsibility for using defective machinery and unfit imple- 
ments, and for employing an incompetent servant, or retaining him after 
such incompetency has been shown, is substantially the same. 

Our own rulings on this subject are in the same line, and the con- 
trolling principle is thus stated by Bynum, J.: “If the servant remains 
in the master’s employ, with knowledge of defects in machinery he is 
obliged to deal with in the course of his regular employment, he assumes 
the risks attendant upon the use of the machinery, unless he has notified 
the employer of the defects, so that they may be remedied in a reason- 
able time. But if he sees that the defects have not been remedied, 
yet continues to expose himself to the danger, the employer's (79) 
liability ceases. Crutchfield v. R. R., 78 N. C., 302. 

So it was subsequently declared, that “if the servant knows of defects 
in the machinery, and remains in the service, he cannot recover for 
injuries caused by such defects, unless he has informed his superior, and 
the latter fails to remove them.” Johnson vu. R. R., 81 N. C., 458. | 

The proposition is stated with some modification by Ruffin, J., thus: 
“Jn entering the service of the defendant, the plaintiff might be, and is, 
presumed to understand and take upon himself every risk naturally per- 
taining to such service, and amongst others, that which may proceed 
from the possible carelessness of such fellow-servants as he must know 
from the very nature of the employment, he may be required to associate 
with in the performance of his duties. But no such presumption is or 
- should be raised, of his willingness to assume the risk growing out of the 
possible negligence of one, who while a servant to their common master, 
_stands to himself in the light of a superior, whose commands and direc- 
tions he is bound to obey.” 
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The plaintiff in this case was a workman and under the direction and 
order of the conductor, who was also engineer of the train, and sus- 
tained the injury when obeying an order to go upon a certain car and 
_ apply the brake, by the bumping of the cars. Cowles v. R, R., 84 
N. C., 311. 

The plaintifi’s. intestate was not employed on. the running train and 
controlled by the engineer, but was in a distinct and separate service, 
so that the qualification of the general rule has no application to the 
present case. 

It is true the company had knowledge, or = inquiry wight hava 
obtained it, of the inefficiency and incapacity of the engineer, so that it 
was unnecessary that the deceased should give the information. It is 

not for this purpose alone that he should have made complaint, but.to 

_ show his unwillingness to be exposed to the new danger from the 
(80) officer’s reckless conduct, and that it may be removed. The 
failure to make Sonmmlaint and continuance in the service, after 
as before knowing of the unfitness, is an acquiescence in his retention, 
and a tacit assumption of the new risk, as of those personally assumed, . 
incidental to the employment. As the employee, though unfit in some 
respects, may possess other qualifications for the place, rendering his 
retention, upon the whole, important to the principal, as also to his 
fellow-employees, the company, by keeping him, and the other servants 
in their acquiescence in the action of the company, assent to the risks to 
property and to person, and thus the parties stand upon an unchanged | 
footing in respect to possible accidents from this cause. 

In a recent work, this enunciation of the rule, with the reasons for 
it, is made: “If the servant, when the defect or danger is brought to his 
knowledge—when he discovers that the machinery, buildings, premises, 
tools or any other instrumentalities of his labor, are unsafe or unfit, or 
that a fellowservant is careless or incompetent—continues in the em- 
ployment without protest or complaint; he 1s deemed to assume the risks 
of such danger, and to waiwe any claim upon his master for es ia umn 
case of injury.” Beach Cont. Neg., sec. 140. 

In support of the proposition, a large array of cases decided ; in this 
country and in England is given in the foot note, and among them the 
case of Cowles v. R. B., supra. 

“Failure to. speak promptly,” the author proses to say, “is aah 
contributory negligence as will bar a recovery from the master, in case 
he is injured by the defect in the machinery, or the unfitness of the 
servant. . . . But-if, when the master is notified of the defect in 
the machinery, or of the incompetence in the servant, he promises. to 
remedy it within a reasonable time” (or, we may add, gives reasons for. 
the servant so to infer), “the servant will not be presumed to have 
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consented to it, or to — waived his rights by remaining for dak ¢ 81 2 
- reasonable time in the service.’ 3 

Now, the facts are, as found ~ the jury, that the intestate was aware, 
and as set out in the case on appeal, communicated to his wife, the fact 
of the reckless character of the engineer, and that his only apprehension 
of danger when in the tunnel, was from him. With this information he 
acquiesces in the situation, and continues in his employment until he 
loses his life. | | 

The verdict is, that the intestate did not = his own negligence con- 
tribute to or directly bring about the disaster to himself, and this is not 
inconsistent with the further finding, that he remained in the company’s 
service, with full knowledge of the engineer’s unfitness, and thus waived 
any claim for damages resulting from such unfitness. Sometimes, as is 
said in the opinion, this conduct on the part of the servant, continuing 
in the service after such discovery, is designated as contributory negli- 
gence, though he may have exercised every possible care and attention to 
his own safety upon the particular occasion; but it seems to me the true 
ground upon which to place the exemption from liability of the em- 
- ployer, is that of the employee’s voluntary exposure of himself to this 
new source of danger, and his assumption of the risks incident to it. 

In a remote degree, negligence may be imputed to the servant in not 
quitting the service when he knows of the retention of an incompetent 
fellow-servant or associate, but it is not easy. to see how this can be 
deemed contributory to an accident brought about by no agency of his 
own, and wholly the fault of another. Such is the sense in which the 
jury must be understood in finding that there was no contributory 
negligence on the part of the intestate. — 

T think, Hhoretors the judgment ought to be aiirmed. | 

‘Error. | | 3 | | New trial. 


Cited: Ouarles v. J renoins, 98 N. G, 262; Davidson v. Gifford, ‘400 
N..C., 22, 3; Gatling v. Boone, 101 N. Cy 66; Gordon v. Collett, 102 
N. C., ” 539; Allen v. Sallinger, 105 N. C., 339: Bean vu. R. R.,107 N. C., 
742; O’Conmor v. O'Connor, 109 N. C., "144: McCaskill v. Curria, 113 
N. G., 316; Brown v. Lumber Co., 117 N. C., 296; Mitchell v.. Mitchell, 
129 N. C: 334; Johnson v. Tounsend, abid., 446; : Pressly: Yarn Mulls, 
138 N. C., 433; Stern v. Benbow, 151 N. C,, 463; Drennan v. Brooks, 
179 N, GC, 514; Erskine v. Motor Co., 187 N. C., 831. 
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( 82 ) 
LEWIS KIRK y. ATLANTA AND CHARLOTTE AIR-LINE 
: RAILWAY COMPANY. 


_ Isswes—Contributory Negligence. 


1. The only issues proper to be submitted to the jury, are those matters alleged 
on the one side and denied on the other, which are necessary to deter- 
mine the controversy, and every such issue ought to be either submitted, 
or under the instructions of the court, clearly embraced in some other 
issue which is submitted. 


2. In an action to recover damages for an injury eased by the negligence of 
the defendant, who pleads contributory negligence on the part of the 
plaintiff, the defendant is entitled to an issue on this question, unless the 
court includes it under the issue as to NeEgugence, by proper instructions 
to the jury. 


(Scott v. R. R., 96N. C., 428 ; Kirk v. R. BR. 94 N: C. 625; cited and approved.) — 


Civiz, action, tried before M poi J., at November. Special 
Term, 1886, of Mecxitensure Superior Court. 

The éonmiplaint alleges that the defendant, by the negligent and un- 
skillful management of one of its locomotives and cars attached, ran 
over the plaintiff’s arm and broke it, and caused other injuries, by 
which he sustained damages to the amount of $20,000. And for a second 
cause of action, that “the plaintiff being employed by the defendant as a 
carpenter in its shops at Charlotte, the defendant by its servants, supe- 
rior in authority to the plaintiff, required the plaintiff to go to a point on 
its railway . . . and there do and perform certain work for which 
he had not been hired, to wit, to go under and inspect a number of cars 
belonging to the defendant, . . . and while the plaintiff was so 
under the said cars inspecting the same, the defendant, by its servants 
not engaged in the same common employment with the plaintiff,” negli- 

gently caused the engines and cars to crush his arm, ete. 
(83) The answer denies that the plaintiff was injured by the de- 
fendant corporation or any of its agents or servants, but on. the 
contrary, avers that the 1 injuries received by the plaintiff resulted from 
his own negligence. 

To the second cause of action the defendant ariswors, “denying that 
the plaintiff was employed exclusively as a carpenter, but avers that he 
was employed to do all such work as might be required of him by the 
foreman of the shop, and admits that on the occasion of the injury, the 
plaintiff, at the request of the foreman, and without any objection, went 
to the place designated in the complaint for the purpose stated, but, 
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denies that the injuries received were caused by the negligence of the 
defendant, or any of its agents or employees, but avers that the injury 
sustained by the plaintiff was the consequence of his own negligence. 
And for a further defense, the defendant avers, “that if the plaintiff 
was injured by the negligence of any of the agents or employees of this 
defendant, that said agents or employees were the fellow-servants of the 
plaintiff, employed with him in the same common employment, and that 
opcnean is not responsible to plaintiff for the consequences of their 
acts.” 

Issues were tendered by the plaintiff, which 1 were objected to by the 
defendant, who tendered the following issues: | 

I. Was. the injury to the plaintiff caused by .the Beg iBone of de- 
fendant ? 

IT. Did the plaintiff contribute by his own negligence to the injury? - 

III. Was the injury caused by the negligence of a servant of the 
company ; if so, which one? 

IV. What dauiaee. if any, did the olaintifi sustain _ reason of his 
injury? 

V. Was the plaintiff employed to work exclusively as a carpenter, or 
was he employed to do such work as the company wished him to do? 

VI. Was Harris, the engineer, an unfit servant ? 

VII. Did the defondant have knowledge of his unfitness ? 

His Honor refused to submit.these issues, as tendered by the ( 84 ) 
defendant, and it excepted. . 

The issues were submitted by his Honor, which, with the responses of 
the jury, are as follows: 

I, Was the plaintiff injured by the negligence of defendant's servants — 
or agents? Answer: Yes. 

II. By the negligence of which servants or agents was the plaintiff 
injured? Answer: Harris. 

III. Was the defendant negligent in ih employment or retention of 
the fellow-servants of plaintiff; if so, which one? Answer: Yes; Harris. — 
IV. What damage, if any, is plaintiff entitled to recover $ “Answer: 

Ten thousand dollars. © | 
There was a verdict for the plaintiff, and the defendant appealed. 


W. P. Bynum A plaintiff. 
Chas. Price and (. M. Busbee for defendant. 


Divs: J., atlas stating the facts: The issues are made by the allega- 
tions of the complaint and the denials of the answer; or when affirmative 
_ matter of defense is averred in the answer, by such averment and the 
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replication, but it does not necessarily follow, that every allegation of a - 
fact which is denied, must be submitted to the jury as an wssue. ‘The 
issues submitted should be only those evolved from the pleadings, neces- 
sary to determine the controversy, and every issue of fact necessary for 
that purpose ought to be either distinctly submitted, or, under the 
instruction of the court, clearly embraced in some issue that is sub- 
mitted. 

Was the defendant entitled to have any one of the issues tendered by 
him submitted to the jury? The allegation of negligence is distinctly 
denied, and contributory negligence on the part of the plaintiff dis- _ 

tinctly averred, and this raised an wssue, which the defendant 
( 85 ) had a right to have submitted to the jury, unless so comprehended 

in some other issue, that, under the instruction of the court, the 
question of contributory negligenne could be fairly presented to the 
jury, as was the case in Scott v. R. BR. 96 N. C., 428. 

When this case was before this Court at a ‘former term, 94 N. (G. 95 
625, it appears that the issues submitted to the jury were: 

a, Was the plaintifi’s injury caused by the defendant’s negligence? 

“9. Was the plaintiff’s negligence contributory thereto? | 

“3. What damages is he entitled to?” 

One of the exceptions to the ruling of the court below upon that 
appeal was the refusal of the issue tendered by the defendant: 

“Was the injury caused by the negligence of a servant of the com- 
pany; if so, which one?” ‘ 

We think the defendant was entitled to this issue. Perhaps, under 
proper instructions from the court in regard to the law as applicable to 
the different phases in which the evidence might be viewed by the jury, it 
might be included in the first issue that was submitted, but there was no 
instruction given the jury as to what constituted a fellow-servant, or of 
contributory negligence in relation thereto, and taken in connection 
with the third issue, which is not eliminated from any allegation in the 
complaint and denial in the answer, we think the issue as submitted was 
calculated to mislead the jury, and that the defendant was entitled to the 
first four issues tendered. With proper instructions from the court, 
every question necessary to decide the matter in controversy can be pre- 
sented to the jury, and answered under these issues, 

We think there was error in the refusal to submit the issues tendered, 
and that this error was not cured by those submitted, or by any instruc-_ 
tion of his Honor to the jury, and this renders it unnecessary for us to 

consider the other exceptions. | 
(86) The defendant is entitled to a new trial. Let this be certified. 
Error. Reversed. 
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Cited: McAdoo v. R. R., 105 N. C., 151; Braswell v. Johnston, 108 
ON. O., 152; Smith v. R. R., 114 N. C., 763; Morrisett v. Cotton Mills, 
151 N. C., 32; Kerner v. BR. B., 170 N. C, 96; nee v. pick 171 
N. C., 37; Widiona: Horton, 178 N. C., 553. 


G. W. JONES v. THE TOWN OF STATESVILLE. 
Venue—Cities and Towns. 


1. Cities and towns must be sued in the county in which they are located, and 
if suit is brought in another county, they have the right to have it re- 
moved. 


2. Where an action is brought to the wrong county, and the defendant de- 
mands in writing that the place of the trial be changed, the words “may 
._ change the place of trial,” in section 195 of The Code, will be interpreted 

as meaning “must change,” ete. 


(Cloman v. Staton, 78 N. C., 285; Johnson v. Commissioners, 67 N. C., 101; 
Alexander v. Commissioners, tbid., 330; Tones v. Commissioners, 69 N. C., 
412; 8. v. Commissioners, T0 N. C., 187; cited and approved.) 


Morton to remove a cause pending in Catawba Superior Court to the 
Superior Court of Iredell County, heard before Montgomery, J., at 
January Term, 1887, of CarawBa Superior Court. 

The plaintiff brought this action in the Superior Court of the county 
of Catawba, to recover damages alleged to have been occasioned by 
injuries sustained through the negligence of defendant’s officers and 
agents, in failing to provide lights along its streets to enable persons 
passing along and over them in the night time, to see the pit into which 
the plaintiff fell, etc. 

The defendant ig a municipal corporation, the county town of ae 
county of Iredell. | 

At the appearance term, before the time to answer had expired, ( 87 ) 
the defendant demanded in writing that the trial in the action 
be had in the county of Iredell, and that the court make a proper order 
to that end. This the court declined to do; whereupon, the defendant 
having excepted, appealed from the order in that respect to this Court. 


No counsel for plaintiff. 
CG. H. Armfield for defendant. | 
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Merzrimon, Jd., after stating the facts: The statute (The Code, sec. 


191, par. 2), provides that actions must be tried in the county where the _ - 


cause of action, or some part thereof, arose, subject to the power of the 
court to remove the same for trial, for cause prescribed by law, if the 
same be “against a public officer, or person especially appointed to 
execute his duties, for an act done by him by virtue of his office; or 
against a person who by his command or in his aid, shall do anything 
touching the duties of such officer.” ; 

And it further provides (The Code, sec. 195, par. 1), that: “The 
court may change the place of trial in the following cases: ( 1) Where. 
the county designated for that purpose is not the proper county.” 

Tf the defendant demands in writing that the action of the class desig- 
nated in the statutory provision first above recited, be sent to the county 
where the cause of action arose, this must be done, because. it is so pro- 
vided, except as modified by the statute (The Code, sec. 191), and 
herein the words, “may change,” in the statutory provision last above 
recited, must be interpreted as implying that the court “must” or “shall » 
change” the place of trial, ete. Cloman v. Staton, 78 N. C., 285. 

The defendant is a municipal corporation—public in its nature; it is 
an artificial person, created and recognized by the law; invested with 

important corporate powers, public, and in a sense, official in 
(88 ) their nature; and charged with public duties, which it executes 

by and through its officers and agents. We therefore think that 
actions against it fairly come within the meaning of, and are embraced 
by the statutory provision first above recited. 

And the correctness of this view is strengthened by the fact, that a 
hike statute (The Code, sec. 193), provides that: “All actions upon 
official bonds or against executors and administrators in their official 
capacity, shall be instituted in the county where the bonds shall have 
been given,” etc., the obvious purpose being not to require official persons 
to go from the counties to which they belong, to defend actions brought 
against them in their official capacity. It would indeed be very incon- 
venient and expensive to the public to require cities and towns to go out 
of the counties where they are located, through their officers and agents, 
to defend actions brought against them. In such cases a a public official 
agent is sued. 


- This Court has repeatedly and uniformly held that actions against 


counties must be brought in the county sued, and cities and towns are 
of the like nature, and should stand upon the same footing as to actions 
- against them. J shnistion v. Commissioners, 67 N. C., 101; Alexander v. 
Commissioners, tbid., 330; Jones v. Comanissioners, 69 N. 0, 412; 8. v. 
C ommasstoners, 70 N. C., 187. 
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The motion should have been granted. There is error. Let this 
opinion be certified to the Superior Court according to law. | It is so 


ordered. | a 
_ Error. 8.4 , , Reversed. 


Cited: Mfg. Co. v. Browns 105 N. C,, 455, 6; Brown v. Cogdell, 136 
N. C., 33; Cecil v. High Pont, 165 N. OC, 439: Roberts v. Moore, 185 
N. G., 956; Hines v. Lucas, 195 N. 0. 377. | 


( 89 ) 


THE RANDLEMAN MANUFACTURING COMPANY v. B. F. SIMMONS. 


Appeal—Assignment of Error—Case on Appeal. 


1. An appeal will not be dismissed because there is no statement of the 
case or assignment of error, as neither is necessary to perfect the appeal, 
but if no error appears in the record in such case, the judgment will be 
affirmed. | 


2. The objection of the want of jurisdiction, or that the complaint does not 
state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action, may be made in the 
Supreme Court for the first time, although no error whatever is assigned 
in the record. 


3. The appeal will be dismissed when it does not appear in the record that 
an appeal was taken. 


4, Where a paper appeared in the transcript, purporting to be the case on 
appeal, but it was signed only by the appellant’s counsel, and there was 
nothing to show that it had been served on the appellee or his counsel, or 
that either of them had ever seen it, it will not be considered. 


5. No agreement of counsel will be recognized, unless in writing and ‘signed 
by both parties. 


(S. v. Crook, 91 N. C., 586; 8. v. Byrd, 938 N. C., 624; Neal v. Mace, 89 N. C., 
171; Williamson v. Canal Co., 78 N. C., 156; Meekins v. Tatem, 79 N. C., 
546; Moore v. Vanderburg, 90 N. C., 10; Spence v. Tapscott, 93 N. C., 
576; McCoy v. Lassiter, 94 N. C., 131; Brooks v. Austin, tbid., 222; cited 
and approved.) 


Morton by the plaintiff appellee to dismiss the appeal, filed at Feb- | 
ruary Term, 1887, of the Supreme Court. 
The grounds of the motion appear in the opinion. 


George H. Snow for plaintiff. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Mzrrmon, J. The appellee moved to-dismiss this supposed appeal, 
upon the ground that no case stated or settled on appeal appears in the 
| st 
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record. Manifestly this is not ground for such motion. The 
( 90) appeal properly taken and perfected, brings the action into this 

Court, whether error be assigned or not. The assignment of error 
in a case stated or settled, is not essential to the appeal. Besides, error 
might be assigned in the record proper, in which case, a case stated or 
settled would be unnecessary. But it is not essential to the appeal that 
‘error shall be assigned at all. S. v. Crook, 91 N. C., 536; S. v. Byrd, 
93 N. ©., 624; Neal v. Mace, 89 N. C., 171. In the absence of error 
assigned, the appellant might move in this Court to dismiss the action, 
because the court had not jurisdiction; or because the complaint does not 
state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action. These are objections 
that may be taken at any time in the court below, or in this Court, on 
motion, and without demurrer or answer, or error assigned. William- 
son Vv. Canal Co., 78 N. C., 156; Meekins v. Tatem, 79 N. C., 546. In 
the absence of error’ assigned, the proper motion of the appellee in this 
Court is to affirm the judgment. This motion might be made here, and 
perhaps allowed, but for the fact that on looking into the transcript of 
the record, we find that it does not appear that an appeal was taken. 
It does not so appear in terms nor is there any entry of record from 
which it may be inferred. It is not sufficient that the appellant intended 
to appeal, as perhaps he did, but it must appear of record that he did in 
fact appeal. 

This is essential to make the appeal effective, and put this Court in 
relation with the Superior Court. The Code, secs. 549, 550; Moore v. 
Vanderburg, 90 N. C., 10; Spence w. Tapscott, 93 N. C., 576; ; McCoy v. 
Lassiter, 94 N. C., 131; Brooks v. Austin, vbid., 222. 

We find in the transcript what purports to be the case stated on 
appeal, signed by appellant’s counsel, but it does not appear that this 
statement was served upon the appellee within five days, as required by 
the statute (The Code, sec. 550), or at all, or that he is or his counsel 

ever saw the same, or had any notice in any way of it, or ever 
(91) assented thereto. This was Meee to give the statement any | 
_ effect whatever. 

It is said at the foot of ise statement just nese: that the ap- 
pellee’s counsel agreed that the appellant’s counsel “shall make up the 
case for the Supreme Court,” but this is not signed by the appellee’s 
counsel, nor does it appear that he ever saw or assented to it. This. 
ex parte statement is wholly insufficient, especially as the appellee’s 
counsel here refuses to recognize such agreement, or the statement sent 
up as and for the case stated on appeal. This Court will not recognize 
such an agreement, unless in writing, and signed by the counsel of both | 
parties.. Indeed, Rule 4, par. 1, provides, that “the Court will not 
recognize any agreement of counsel in any case, unless the same shall 
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appear in the record, or in writing, filed in the case in this Court.” 
This rule is important. We have found from actual observation, that 
unless such agreements are put in writing, they are forgotten, misunder- 
stood, or misinterpreted, lead to confusion, and sometimes, to unfriendly 
disputes. 

The supposed ase must be dismissed, not because no case was stated 
or settled on appeal, but upon the ground that it does not appear in the 
record that an apeal was taken. It is so ordered. 

Dismissed. 


 Cated: Mena v. Withers, 99 N. ©., 522; Walton v. McKesson, 
(101 N. O., 484; Walker v. Scott, 102 N. O., 488; Peebles v. Braswell, 
107 N.C., "69; Howells Jones, 109 N. C., 109; g. v. Foster, 110 N. C., 
510; S.v. ’ Price, wbid., 602; Chemacal Co. z. Ba. Agriculture, 111 N. C., 
137; Hamilton v. Icard, 119 N. C., 593; Cummings v. Hoffman, 113 


ON. G,, 968; McNeil v. R. R., 117 N. O., 643; Westbrook v. Hicks, 121 


N. C., 182; Hatch vw. R. R., 183 N. C.,, 629: Commisnbners v. Dickson, 
190 N. C., "331; ee v. Lumber Co., sid: 808; Waller v. Dudley, 
193 N. Cy 750. | | - 


*M. BRANTLEY v. D. R. FINCH, ADMINISTRATOR. 
Justices of the Peace—Jurisdiction. 


1. In actions arising ‘out of contract, it is the sum jemaided that fixes the . 
jurisdiction. 

2. It is only when the principal sum demanded exceeds two Guaieed dollars 
that the plaintiff is required to remit the excess above that sum in order 
to give justice jurisdiction. 

8. So where the sum demanded, both in the summons and on the trial; was 
two hundred dollars, but the plaintiff filed an account showing more than 
that sum to be due, the justice had jurisdiction without any remission of 
the excess of the account over the sum demanded. 


(Froelich v. Express Oo., 67 N. C., 1; Wiseman v. Withrow, 90 N. C., 140; 
Norvitle v. Dew, 94 N. C., 43; cited and approved.) 


Crvin action, tried on appeal from a justice of the peace, ( 92 ) 
before Shepherd, J., at Fall Term, 1886, of Nasu Superior Court. 
_ This action was begun before a justice of the peace, to recover $200, 
which the plaintiff alleges that the defendant’s intestate, in his lifetime, 


*JusTIcE Davis having been of counsel, took no part in the decision of this 
case. | | 
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owed him for services rendered. On the trial before ihe magistrate, the 
plaintiff Sane a statement of account, as follows: 


“Garren a to M. Hae Dr. 


“15 January, 1876. For services as his agent, 
ete., till the fall of 1884. (without intermis- 


sion) sAiethad th emticnag iat iacuaivatenadecdaentaas oetese Greases $225.00 © 
“Interest from 1 Decniter AC. Lo ae ae ee eee 13.50 
| — $238.50 
“Oredit this account of principal........0:..0.0.0.0. 25.00 
“Balance due for Services.......... Sanniinee aan $213.50.” 


The following is the material part of the case settled on appeal: - 

The summons and the transcript (of the justice) both say that the 
sum demanded was $200. 

The account (above set forth) was sent up by the fates. and it was 


~~ conceded that it was presented before the justice by the plaintiff, on the 


trial, 
(93) The plaintiff testified, that when he presented it, he stated to 
the justice that he did not claim but $200 on said account; that 
$25 had been credited on the principal, and that he claimed no more 
than $200. No remittitur was entered by the justice. Plaintiff testified 
that. his services were worth $25 per year on an average. 

The court charged the jury, that if the debt was over $200 the plain- 
tiff could not recover; but that if not over that amount, and plaintiff 
_ had claimed no more than that amount before the justice, that the 

justice had jurisdiction, and plaintiff could recover what the jury con- 
sidered the services were worth. | 

Before entering upon the trial, and after the return sor the verdict, 
the defendant moved that the action be dismissed for want of jurisdic- 
tion, there being no remittitur as prescribed by statute. Motion each 
time overruled. 

Judgment was rendered on the verdict, and the defendant ecipealed: 


John Devereux, Ir. ( Jos. B. Rabeliator was with hin) for plointiff. 
Chas. M, Busbee for defendant. 


Murzrwoy, J., after stating the facts: We are of opinion that the 
justice of the peace had jurisdiction. It is the sum demanded in an 
action on contract that determines the question in that respect. F'roe- 
lich v. Hxpress Co., 67 N. C., 1; Wiseman v. Withrow, 90 N. C., 140; 
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Noville v. Dew, 94 N. ©., 48. The plaintiff did not demand by the 
summons, nor insist on the trial, that the intestate of the defendant, in 
his lifetime, owed him a greater sum than two hundred wens and ‘the 
justice of the peace had jurisdiction of that sum. 

The “account” stated and exhibited on the trial, was a mere memo- 
randum—it was not evidence of indebtedness—it did not determine or 
fix the plaintifi’s demand, nor the lability of the defendant. He | 
might—it seems he did—change his opinion in respect to the (94) 
value of his alleged services rendered, and the jury found by their 
verdict that they were not worth the sum he demanded. It is only 
when the principal sum. demanded. exceeds two hundred dollars, that the 
plaintiff shall remit the excess of principal above that, in order to give 
the justice of the peace jurisdiction, as prescribed and allowed by the 
statute (The Code, sec. 835). The plaintiff did not need to remit any 
part of his claim, because it amounted to only two hundred dollars, and 
he recovered less than that sum. | 
- The judgment must be: affirmed. - 

No error. | ; - Affirmed. 


Cited: Cromer v. Marsha, 122 N. ©., 565; Knight v. Taylor, 181 
N. C., 85; Teal v. Templeton, 149 N. C., 34: Petree v. Savage, 171 
N. GC. 439 ; Shoe Store Co. v. Wiseman, 174 N. C., T17; Williams v. 
Williams, 188 N. C., 730. 


D. D. DUPREE v. MARY B. TUTEN Er AL. 
Appeal. 


Unless errors are assigned in the record expressly or by necessary implica. 
tion, the judgment will be affirmed. 


_ (Meekins v. Tatem, 79 N. C., 546; Paschal v. Bullock, 80 N. C., 8; Bank v. Its 
Creditors, ibid, 9; Mott vw. Ramsay, 90 N. C., 29; Pleasants v. R. R., 95 
N. C., 195; cited and approved.) 


Arrrat from an order, made by the clerk, in a Special Proceeding, 
heard by Gudger, J., at February Term, 1886, of Bzaurorr Superior 
Court. 

. The point on which the case goes off in this Court poadee, it unneces- 
sary to state the facts. 


No counsel for plaintiff. - 
 W. B. Rodman, Jr., for defendants. — 
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(95)  Murrion, J. It does not appear from the record that any 
exception was taken to the rulings of the court, nor are errors 
assigned either in terms or by reasonable implication. 

There is nothing in the record that shows the slightest dissatisfaction 
on the part of the appellants, except simply the fact that they took the 
appeal. 

It is the well settled rule applicable in such cases, that the hadvaient 
must be affirmed. Meekins v. Tatem, 79 N. C., 546; "Paschal v. Bullock, 
80 N. C., 8; Bank v. Creditors, tbid., 9; M ott : v. Rane 90 N. C., 29; 
Pleasants v. Rk. R., 95 N. C., 195. 

The judgment must therefore be affirmed. 3 

No error. © Affirmed. 


¥, OC. FISHER er aL, v. THE CID COPPER MINING COMPANY OF 
NORTH CAROLINA. 


Petition to Rehear—Exception in a Deed—Estoppel. 


1. A petition to rehear will not be entertained unless it appears that some 
material point was overlooked, or some controlling authority escaped the 
attention of the Court, or some other weighty. consideration requires it. 


2. Where a grantor makes a valid exception in a deed, the thing excepted 
remains the property of the grantor or his heirs, but if the grantor has 
no valid title to the thing excepted, neither he nor his heirs can recover. 

3. An estoppel by deed is always confined to the subject-matter of the con- 
veyance, and cannot be extended to something not conveyed by the deed. 

4, So where the plaintiff's ancestor conveyed certain land to those under whom 
the defendant claims, but excepted all the minerals on the land, the . 
plaintiffs must prove title te the minerals, and the defendant is not es- 
topped by the deed from denying such title. 


(Watson v, Dodd, 72 N. C., 240; Devereux v. Devereus, 81 N. C., 12; Haywood 
v. Daves, ibid., 8: Lewis v. Rountree, ibid:, 20; University v. Harrison, 
93 N. C., 84; Dupree ». Insurance Co.,. idid.. 237; Ruffin v. Harrison, 91 
N. C., 398; Fisher v. Mining Oo., 94 N. C., 397; cited and approved.) 


(96). Perrtrrron by the plaintiff to rehear, filed at February Term, 
1887, of the Supreme. Court, 
The case is reported in 94 N. C., 397. ‘ 
The grounds of the petition appear in the opinion. 


John Devereux, J r., for plaintiffs. 
T. F. Kluttz for defendant. 
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Davis, J. This action was heard at the February Term, 1886, of this 
Court, and the judgment below was affirmed. It is now before us upon _ 
a petition to rehear, “because,” as the petition sets forth, “the decision 
there made proceeds exclusively upon the doctrine of estoppel, and its 
want of application to the case. The plaintiffs did not contend that the 
record called for an application of the doctrine of estoppel; but they did 
contend for an application of the presumption, or rule of evidence, that 
where a grantor makes a valid exception in a deed of conveyance, the 
thing excepted remains the property of the grantor and his heirs, noth- 
ing else appearing.” | 

After a careful review of the opinion heretofore rendered (reported 
_ in 94.N. C., 397), we can find no ground upon which the judgment should 
be reversed. This Court has often said that former decisions must be 
adhered to and not reversed, unless it shall appear that some material 
point was overlooked, or some controlling authority was omitted to be 
‘brought to the attention of the Court, or some other weighty — 
consideration required it. Watson v. Dodd, 72 N. ©., 240; (97) 
Devereux v. Devereux, 81 N. ©., 12; Haywood v. Daves, 81 N, C., 

8; Lewis v. Rountree, 81 N. C., 20; University Harrison, 93. N. C., 84; 
Dupree v. Virgina Home Lie. Cos. 93 N. C., 237; Ruffin v. Harrison. 
691 N.C. 398, - : 
_ The very matter which the petition seeks to bring before. ue Court 
was considered and passed upon by it upon the former hearing. Un- 
doubtedly when a “grantor makes a valid exception in a deed of con- 
veyance, the thing excepted remains the property of the grantor, or his — 
heirs”; but if the grantor has no valid title to the thing excepted, neither 
he nor his heirs can recover, and in this case the plaintiffs failed to 
show title to the thing excepted. It does not appear that either the 
plaintiffs or their ancestor, Charles Fisher, ever had title to the reserved 
minerals, which may have belonged to another, and as was said “the 
estoppel is necessarily confined to the subject-matter of the conveyance, 
to which conflicting claims ‘are asserted”—in this case, to the land, and 
not the minerals. 
' The judgment of the Court as havsesiors rendered i is affirmed and the 
petition to rehear is dismissed. : 7 
_ Dismissed. 


. Cited: Patton v. Educational Co., 101 N. C., 411; Mu cAlpine t v. Dane 
thid., 558; Weisel v. Cobb, 122° N. C., 69; Elmore v. KR. R., 182 
N. C., 866. 
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BARTHOLOMEW PAGE xr at. v. JOHN BRANCH er au. 
Adverse Possession—Statute of Limitation—Tenants in Common. i. 


1. The possession of a widow remaining on her husband’s land after his 
death, is not adverse to his heirs at law. | . 

2. One tenant in common cannot. make his possession adverse a his cotenant 
except. by actual ouster, as he is presumed to hold by his true title, and 
it will take a sole possession of twenty years in the absence of actual 
ouster, to bar the cotenant’s right of entry, and it is immaterial that the | 
tenant in possession has conveyed to a stranger by a deed. purporting to 
convey the entire estate, as the vendee only gets such estate as his vendor 

could convey. This rule extends to a purchaser at execution sale of the 
interest of a tenant in common, and the vendee of such purchaser. 


(Grandy v. Bailey, 18 Ired.,.221; Black v. Lindsay, Busb., 468; Ward v. 
Farmer, 92 N. C., 92; Covington. v. Stewart, 77 N. C., 151; Thomas Ve 
Garvan, 4 Dev., 223 ; Claud v. Webb, 4 Dev., 290; Meredith v. Andres, - 
7 Ired., 5; Halford v. Tetherow, 2 Jones, 898; Linker v. Benson, 67, N. C., 
150; Caldwell v. Neely, 81 N. C., 114; cited and approved. Baird v. 
Baird, 1D. & B. Hq., 524, distinguished and. eDuneNee nw »%, Howard, 
3 N. C., 4; explained.) 


(98) . Tuts was a special proceeding for the partition of land, tried 
upon issues joined, before sind J., at Fall Term, 1886, of 
Pirr Superior Court. - | 
The plaintiffs alleged that they were rarer in common with the 
defendants of the land mentioned in the petition. The defendants 
denied this, and claimed to be sole seized. Issues were submitted to a 
jury, who found that Bart. Page was entitled to.an undivided share of 
three-fifths of one-sixth, and W. S. Page to one-fifth of one-sixth of the 
land, and that defendants were not sole seized. 3 
It was conceded that if the plaintiffs were tenants in common with 
the defendants, they were entitled to the undivided interest claimed by 
them. 
. ‘The plaintiffs introduced a deed from one J. H. McCluer and wife, 
dated 19 March, 1847. No question was made as to the title of McCluer. 
The case states that there was an endorsement on this deed, which was 
read to the jury, but it fails to state what the endorsement was. There 
was evidence tending to show that Dennis Branch entered. under this 
deed, and died during the year 1847; that his widow, Rebecea, who 
had no deed, continued in the possession of the land till 1866, 
(99 ) when she conveyed it to A. B. Branch, a son of Dennis Branch, 
who afterwards conveyed it to the deesadanie who were ‘also 
sons of Dennis Branch. 
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- There was evidence tending to show that the widow paid off the debt 
to one Hazelton, and claimed the land as her own and adversely, until 
she conveyed it, and that no dower was ever assigned to her. There was 
also. evidence tending to show that A. B. Branch and the defendants 
were in the adverse possession of the land from 1866 till the commence- 
ment of this proceeding, which was 31 July, 1883. 

The plaintiffs introduced deeds and other evidence, showing that they — 
had succeeded to the interest of certain heirs at law of Dennis Branch, 
to the extent of the interest claimed by them. 

The court, among other things, charged the jury that it being con- 
ceeded that the defendant and A. B. Branch were heirs at law of Dennis 
Branch, their possession from 1866 would not be sufficient to divest the 
title of the plaintiffs, unless they could show that they entered under an 
independent title, and that if they entered, as they claimed to have done, 
under Rebecca Branch, and she had never held the land adversely to the 
heirs at law of Dennis Branch , but had simply remained in possession as 
his widow, that the plaintiffs’ estate would not be divested by the pos- 
session of the defendants and A. B. Branch from 1866. But if they 
found that Rebecca Branch held adversely, and A. B. Branch and de- 
fendants entered and held under her, the plaintiffs would be barred. 

The defendants excepted to the charge, because the court refused to 
instruct the jury, as requested, that seven years’ adverse possession under 
the deed of 1866 would be sufficient to bar the plaintiffs’ title, even if 
Rebecca had not claimed adversely to the heirs at law or their grantees. 


: W. B. Rodman, Jr. ( W. B. Rodman was with him on the (100) 
brief) for plaintiffs. 
No counsel for defendants. 


Davis, J., after stating the facts: The only question for our con- 
sideration is: Did the court err in refusing to instruct the jury, that 
seven years adverse possession under the. deed of 1866 would be sufti- 
cient to bar the plaintiffs’ title, even if Rebecca Branch had not claimed 
adversely to the heirs at law or their grantees ! 

The charge of his Honor and the finding of the jury, render it un- 
necessary for us to consider the character of Rebecca Branch’s posses- 
sion—it was not adverse. Grandy v. Batley, 18 Ired., 221. 

In 1866 the plaintiffs and defendants were tenants in common, and 
they continued so to be, unless the possession of the defendants under 
the deed of Rebecca Branch barred the plaintiffs. “The possession of 
one tenant in common is, in law, the possession of all his cotenants, 
because they claim by one common right. When, however, that pos- 
session has been continued for a great number of years, without any 
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claim from another who has a right, and is under no disability to assert 
it, it will be considered as evidence of title to such sole possession; and 
where it has so continued for twenty years, the law raises a presump- 
tion that 1t is rightful and will protect it. . . . At any time, then, 
during the twenty years, the tenant out of possession had a right, and 
might have enforced it by an action.” Black v. Iindsay, Busb., 468. 
One tenant in common cannot make his possession adverse to his co- 
tenant. He is presumed to hold by his rightful title, and it will take 
twenty years adverse possession to bar the cotenant, and a deed by a 
eotenant to a stranger, though it purport to convey the entire estate, has 
no other effect than to invest the vendee with the righs of the vendor, 
and does not change the relation of cotenant, which had sub- 
(101) sisted between the vendor and the cotenant. This rule extends 
to the purchaser of the interest of a tenant in common at éxecu- 
tion sale, and to the vendee of such purchaser, as was decided in Ward 
v. Farmer, 92 N. C., 92. In that case, the interest of W. W. Ward, one 
of the cotenants, had been purchased at execution sale by one Day, and 
Day by deed professing to convey the whole of the land, sold to the de- 
fendants, Farmer and Southerland, who entered into possession on 
1 January, 1873, and occupied and used the same to November, 1883, 
claiming it as their own, under their deed from Day, no one else being 
in possession; clearing and otherwise improving it, occupying it by 
marked and visible lines publicly, and paying the taxes. The court below 
instructed the jury that no possession short of twenty years, except after 
an actual ouster, would be adverse as against tenants in common, and 
this was sustained. Ashe, J., in the opinion in Ward v. Farmer, in 
referring to Day v. Howard, 73 N. C., 4, in which the same principle 
is held, calls attention to the fact that Chief Justice Pearson, who de- 
livered the opinion in Day v. Howard, fixed the time at ten years, instead 
of twenty, and says, “it will be observed, that this was a mere obiter 
dictum, and the learned Chief Justice only says he is inclined to the 
opinion and expresses none, because that state of facts is not presented.” 
And Bynum, J., in Covington v. Stewart, 77 N. C., 151, says: “It has 
never been held in North Carolina that a less period than twenty years’ 
adverse possession by one tenant in common, will raise the presumption 
of ouster and sole selzin; and this, whether the possession was held by 
the tenant in common himself, or by him a part of the time and until 
his death, and then continued by his heirs for the residue of the twenty 
years,” and referring to Day v. Howard, adds that his Honor who tried 
the case of Covington v. Stewart, in the Superior Court, “was probably 
thrown from his guard by a suggestion made by the Chief Justice 
(102) in delivering the opinion in the latter case, that where a tenant 
in common conveys to a third person, an adverse possession of 
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ten years by the purchaser would probably give him a good title, by the 
presumption of an actual ouster. The point did not rise in that case. 
. . . But the possession of twenty years, which raises a presumption 
of title, as the law has been heretofore administered, has now the force 
and effect of an actual title,” and refers to the statute. 

Assuining that the period of ten years, in the case of Day v. H eo 

was inadvertently fixed, as is indicated by Justice Bynum and Justice 
Ashe, it may be stated as well settled in this State, that no possession 
for a period less than twenty years will amount to an ouster of one co- 
tenant by another cotenant, or by any one deriving title under another 
cotenant. There must be something more than mere possession for a 
less period than twenty years, to constitute an ouster. In Thomas v. 
Garvan, 4 Dev., 228, Gaston, J., says: “When the law prescribes no 
specific bar from length of time, twenty years have been regarded in this 
country as constituting a legal presumption of such facts as will sanc- 
tion the possession and protect the possessor,” and this has been fol- 
lowed uniformly, unless Day v. Howard constitutes an exception. Cloud 
v. Webb, 4 Dev., 290; Meredith v. Andres, 7 Ired., 5; Black v. Lindsay, 
Busb., 467; Halford v. Tetherow, 2 Jones, 393; "Linker vy. Benson, 67 
N. C., 150; Covington v. Stewart, 77 N. C., 151; Caldwell v. N eely, 
81 N. O,, 114, 
The length of time necessary to raise the presumption of ouster, was 
not the point in Day v. Howard, and the principle enunciated, and the 
reasoning of the Chief Justice in that case, are in harmony with these 
decisions. 

The case of Baird v. Baird, 1D. & B. Kq. .. 524, though seemingly 1 in 
conflict with the position here taken, will be found, upon a close examina- 
tion of the elaborate and exhaustive opinion of Chief Justice Ruffin, to 
have rested upon a state of facts that amounted to an actual 
ouster and disseizin, and not upon the simple fact that seven (103) © 
years adverse possession under color of title, but upon the char- 
acter of the possession which, in that case, was attended by circumstances 
that constitute an actual ouster. 

There is no error. The etreons of the court below i 18 affirmed. 

No error. | Affirmed. 


Cited: Hicks v. Biaioce: 96 N. C., 171; Henpion v. Wieder 99 
N. C., 226; Love v. McClure, «bid., 995: Orrender v. Call, 101 N.C, 
4.03 ; Alien, v. Sallinger, 103 N. C, 17; Ellington v. Ellington, ibid, 
58; Allen v. Sallinger, 105 N. C., 342; McMillan v. Gambill, 106 N. C., 
362; Gilchrist v. Middleton, 107 N. C., 681; Jeter v. Davis, 109 N. C., 
460; Ross v. Hendriz, 110 N. C., 405; Ferguson v. Wright, 113 N. C., 
545; Carson v. Carson, 122 N. C., 647; Roscoe v. Lumber Co., 124 
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N. C., 48; Shannon v. Lamb, 126 N. C., 46; Hardee v. Weatherington, 
1380 N. C., 92; Atwell v. Shook, 183 N. C., 398; Allred v. Smith, . 
185 N. C., 452; Bullin v. Hancock, 188 N. C., 202; Dobbins v. Dobbins, 
141 N. C., 917; Lumber Co. v. Cedar Works, 168 N. C., 350; Roberts v. 
Dale, 171 'N. C.,, 467; Bradford v. Bank, 182 N.C, 230. 


JAMES H. HARRIS v. J. J. MOTT. 
Contract—Satisfaction of Judgment. 


1. Where the terms of a contract, either written or oral, are explicit and 
precise, its effect is a question of law. Where terms of art are used, or 
the meaning of the contract is doubtful, it must be left to the jury to 
say what the contract was. 


2. Where a judgment debtor agreed with the plaintiff that when he (the 
debtor) collected a debt due him by a third person, he woyld pay the 
judgment, it does not operate as a discharge of the judgment, and if the 
defendant fails to collect such debt, the judgment may be enforced against 
him. 


(Massey v. Beliste, 2 Ired., 170; Sizemore v. Morrow, 6 Ired., 54; Festerman 
v. Parker, 10 Ired., ATS; Shaw v. Burney, 86 N. C., 381; cited and ap- 
proved.) 


Morton in the cause to enter satisfaction of a judgment, heard before 
Phillips, J., at October Civil Term, 1886, of Waxes Superior Court. 

His Honor refused the motion and the defendant appealed. 

The facts appear in the opinion. 


(104) 2. H. Battle for plaintiff. 
Thos. Ek. Purnell for defendant. 


Situ, C. J. On 7 November, 1884, the plaintiff, in an action before 
a justice of the peace of Wake County, recovered judgment against the. 
defendant for $186.35, which, on 30 January thereafter, he caused to 
be docketed in the Superior Court. 7 
On the day of its rendition, the parties and Lott W. Humphrey en- 
tered into and sereEeDY: gigaed, an agreement in these terms: 


“Rateten, N. C., 7 November, 1884. 

.George T, Wassom is due Dr. J. J. Mott for type and fixtures, prin- 7 
cipal and interest, $179.56. 

Dr. J. J. Mott is due J. H. Harris for same he sold to Mr. Wassom, 


_ principal and interest, $179.56. | 
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J. H. Harris is due L. W. Humphrey, principal and interest, $120. 
L. W. Humphrey transfers his debt against Harris, without recourse, 
to Dr. Mott, which leaves his indebtedness to Mr. Harris $59.56. Now 
“it 18 understood and agreed, that when Dr. Mott collects his debt against 
Mr. Wassom, he will pay to said J. H. Harris the said $59.56, - to 
said L. W. Humphrey the said $120.” 


A eredit for $120 was entered on the sacs uivincak ee avin 
date on 7 November, 1884, and the plaintiff’s signature thereto, and as 
thus reduced in amount a transcript thereof was sent to Iredell County 
and docketed in the Superior Court of that county, and this was fol- 
lowed by an execution, issued on 13 September, 1886, to the sheriff of 
that county. His action under the process was arrested by a restrain- 
ing order, and at October Term the defendant’s counsel, pursuant to 
notice, entered a motion for an order directing an entry of satis- 
faction of the judgment. In support of the motion, the affida- (105) 
vits of the defendant and said L. W. Humphrey, with certain 
exhibits, were read in evidence, and in opposition the affidavit of the 
plaintiff, the statements contained in all of which, it is unnecessary 
particularly to set out, inasmuch as the conclusion to which our examina- 
tion of the case leads, is not controlled by them. 

The defendant insists that the agreement, interpreted in the light of 
the accompanying and explanatory facts, has the legal effect of a full 
discharge of tfie judgment, so far as the defendant is concerned, and 
that the plaintiff must look alone to Wassom for the collection of the 
residue of the debt. | 

There is a marked difference in respect to the appropriation of the 
two sums mentioned in the last clause of the contract. The transfer of 
the $120 due from the plaintiff to Humphrey, to the reduction of the 
judgment, was evidently intended to be, and was in legal effect, a pay- 
ment of so much of it, and an extinguishment of the indebtedness to 
Humphrey. So it was considered by the plaintiff, and accordingly 
_ entered upon the docket. | 
_ But it is not the same as to the residue, for the defendant undertakes 
to collect the debt of Wassom, and when collected, to pay over the $120 
advanced by Humphrey, and the $59.56 still due to the plaintiff. There 
are no words of personal exoneration of the defendant—nothing to indi- 
- cate that he is to be discharged and the collection from Wassom alone 
looked to as a means of payment. The contract is, that when the de- 
fendant “collects his debt against Mr. Wassom, he will pay to J. H. 
Harris the said $59.56.” The arrangement contemplates a discharge of 
the judgment from money expected to be obtained from Wassom, and 
perhaps some indulgence while the effort to collect is made, but the 
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debt is not to be discharged unless this is done. If there be a failure in 
this expectation, the judgment remains in force, as much as does 
(106) the indebtedness to Humphrey for his advance, and may be pro- 
ceeded with. Such is the obvious meaning of the written arrange- 
ment among the parties, and the writing must be pun Drea by its own 
terms. 
When persons conclude upen an perce and put it in writing, it 
is to be understood that all by which they are bound is inserted therein. 
In a contract, written or oral, when the terms are precise and explicit, | 
its effect is a question of law. Massey v. Belisle, 2 Ired., 170; Sizemore 
v. Morrow, 6 Ired., 54; Festerman v. Parker, 10 Ired., 47 4; unless 
terms of art are used, or ‘they are of doubtful import. Shaw v. Burney, 
86 N. C., 331. 
There is no error, and the qudevinnt must be affirmed, and it is so 
ordered. . | | 
Noerror. | | | | Affirmed. 


Cited: Wilson v. Cotton Mills, 140 N. C., 85. 


W. H. WEATHERSBEE et At. v. O. C. aegis 


M ortgage—Priority—Registration—Feme Cone eloped 


1. The rule recognized in admiralty giving salvors a prior lien on the vessel 
and cargo saved by their exertions, is not recognized at common law. 


2. So where there were two mortgages on a crop of cotton, and the first mort- 
gagee advanced money in order to save the crop and prepare it for market, 
in excess of the amount secured by his mortgage, he is not entitled to the 
amount of such advances to the exclusion of the second mortgagee. 


3. In such ease, the registration of the second mortgage is notice to the first 
mortgagee, and it is immaterial that he does not have actual notice. 


4. Unless the element of fraud is present in the declarations or conduct of a 
feme covert, upon the faith of which. conduct another reasonably might 
rely, and has in fact relied to his injury, she is not estopped, as a feme 
covert cannot be estopped by a contract, or anything i in the nature of a 
contract. : 


8. So, where a feme covert second mortgagee was ignorant of bia dealings ~ 
between the mortgagor and first mortgagee until they were consummated 
and finished, and upon learning of them was only silent, she is not 
estopped by her silence from asserting her pant under the second mort- 
gage. 

(Towles v. Fisher, T7 N. C., 487; Biigsis Vv MoGregor, 90 N. C., 225; Loftin v. 
Crossland, 94 N. C., 76; Boyd v. Turpin, ibid., 187; cited and approved.) 
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_ Crvin action, heard upon exceptions to the report of a referee, (107) 
by Shepherd, I, at Spring Term, 1886, of EDGECOMBE Superior 
Court. | 
The plaintiff, Weathersbee, on 1 January, 1882, bode indebted to the 
defendant, Farrar, in the sum of $1,051.50, aed desiring to raise a 
further sum to meet other liabilities, and to carry on farming operations 
during that year, executed his note to the latter, in the sum of $3,500, 
and gave a mortgage to secure the sum, and provide for its payment at 
maturity, in which is conveyed the crop to be grown on the land, with 
the stock and agricultural implements used thereon. The note was dis- 
counted and the interest taken therefrom in advance, at the rate of 9 
per cent per annum, by the Pamlico Banking and Insurance Company, 
and the proceeds used, except a small sum otherwise appropriated, to 
the ‘mortgagor’s benefit i in the payment of his indebtedness, including 
that due to the mortgagee. | 
On 4 March, 1882, the said Weathersbee, being also indebted to the 
feme plaintiff, his wife, in the aggregate of principal money, besides 
several years of interest on its constituent parts, of $2,360.25, to provide 
for its payment, executed a deed in trust to the plaintiff, H. L. Staton, 
conveying a tract of land of 400 acres, and, in subordination to 
the prior mortgage, the crop and other personal property therein (108) 
mentioned. These deeds were promptly proved and registered 
after being made. 

On 14 October, 1882, the said Weathersbee delivered to the defendant, | 
of the crop grown on ae farm, 13 bales of cotton, of the value of $650.23, 
the proceeds of which, it was agreed between dict should go in die: 
charge of unsecured advances in money and supplies to be used in hous- — 
ing and fitting the crop for market, but without the assent or knowledge 
of his wife, or of her trustee. On the same day, the defendant paid. 
Weathersbee $80 in money, and furnished needed supplies of the cash 
value of $14.50. Additional advancements were afterwards, and pre-_ 
vious to 1 January, 1883, furnished on the same terms, and under like 
necessitous circumstances in order to the gathering 1 in of the crop and 
preparing it for market. 

During the months of November and Dees at dite times, a 
further delivery was made to the defendant of 59 bales of the cotton 
grown on the farm, of the value of $2,664.53, which, as well as the pre- 
ceding delivery, were applied to the running account between the parties, 
but without any specific arrangement to that effect. 

The defendant had no actual knowledge of the second deed in trust, 
and of the posterior lien it created upon the crop and other personal 
property, until after all the cotton was received by him. 
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On 25 January, 1883, the defendant rendered to the mortgagor an 
account of their transactions, in which the latter is charged with the 
money and supplies, and. credited with the proceeds of sale of’ the 
72 bales of cotton, in which is shown an excess of $90.30 in favor of the 
credits. The account was delivered to Weathersbee, then confined to 
his bed by sickness, in the presence of his wife, who heard the conver- 
sation that passed between them, and thus knew how the cotton had been — 
appropriated, and she made no objection to the account. But 
(109) previous to that day, she did not know of the appropriation, nor 
did she at any time consent to this disposition of the trust fund, 
nor had her trustee any information of it, nor did he assent to what 
was done to the prejudice of the rights of the feme cestus que trust 
under the deed to him. The feme plaintiff became a free trader on 
26 January, 1883, and on 6 February, paid part of her own store account 
to Farrar & Pippin, and agreed to pay\the residue of $259.39. The 
personal property, besides the cotton, was sold on the last day of J anuary 
for the sum of $1,622.95. 
This is a summary and condensed statement of the facts found and 
reported by the referee under the order of reference, as corrected and 
modified by the court, upon the hearing of the numerous exceptions 
taken by the defendant thereto, who appeals from the judgment. 


John Devereux, Jr., for plamteffs. 
George Howard (John L. Bridgers also filed a — ) for defendant. 


| Sire: C. J., after stating the facts: Out of these facts arise ‘the ques- 
tions of law which alone are open for revision on the appeal; and, with- 
out considering them separately in detail, we will endeavor to extract 
the substance, and dispose of them all. 

The present action, begun on 28 September, 1883, by Weathersbee, 
the grantor, and the trustee and feme creditor secured in the last deed, 
against Farrar, the mortgagee, has for its object the taking of an account 
of the administration of the trust funds in his hands, and the recovery 
of whatever excess there may be, after discharging the mortgage debt 
and the expenses incidental to the execution of the trust. To this end, 
the reference was ordered, and upon the findings and rulings, the sum 
of $1,097.18 ascertained to be in the hands of the defendant, after allow- 
ing all admitted and just charges, which belongs to and should be paid 

over to the parties interested in the second deed. 
(110) I. The first contention in the argument for the appellant 18, 
that inasmuch as the disallowed advances were essential to the 
gathering and securing of the crop, and without which it might have - 
been lost, or its quantity and value greatly reduced, this expense should 
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be provided for and come out of the sales, as a paramount claim. Such 
is the doctrine in admiralty, in favor of those who by personal efforts. 
and at great peril, save vessels and cargoes exposed to shipwreck and the 
dangers of the sea. But it is not a principle of the common law, nor 
recognized when in conflict with statutory regulations in reference to 
hens. 

As soon as the trust fund satisfies the demand to which it is ems | 
devoted, the surplus belongs to the second or trust deed, and cannot be 
diverted to any other use. The right to this appropriation is given by: 
the law, and is outside and independent of the defendant’s knowledge of 
the existence of the deed. But it was on the registry, accessible to him, 
the very purpose of which was to prevent the excuse now made. It was 
his own fault if, without making any inquiry, he chose to withdraw the 
cotton from his own attaching trusts, and improperly use it in the pay-_ 
ment of an unsecured debt. This he is not permitted to do, to the detri- 
ment of the plaintiffs, and the assumed necessity for the expenditure in 
the preservation of the cotton, without the concurrence of the feme — 
plaintiff and her trustee, cannot have the effect of crowding out of its. 
place their right to what remains after satisfying the first mortgage. — 

II. It is next insisted, and this is pressed with earnestness, that the 
feme plaintiff has acquiesced in this disposition of the fund, and that it | 
would be a fraud in her now to set up any opposition thereto. 

We do not find in the facts any support given to the argument. The 
feme plaintiff had no information of any arrangement between 
the defendant and her husband, whereby these advances were to (111) 
be put in front of her demands, and paid from the sales of the — 
crop. Nor did her trustee know of it, or give an implied assent even, to 
the misappropriation. The transaction was entered upon and consum- 
mated between them, before either the trustee or the feme plaintiff were 
aware of what was going on. Her information was obtained, when in 
January the account in this form was presented to her husband, and it 
became the subject of conversation: at his sick bed, and then she was 
silent. No declaration or act of hers induced the making the advances, 
or involves any ingredient of fraud. What was done was simply between 
her husband and the defendant, and can have no binding effect upon her. 

The rule invoked in his aid cannot have the same rigorous applica- 
tion to.one under coverture and incapable of making a personal contract 
_ except in special cases, as it has to such as are under no disability. 

In Towles v. Fisher, 77 N. C., 487, Rodman, J., after examining the 
eases cited in Biglow on Estoppel, says: “They all concur, that a married 
‘woman who is under a disability to contract, cannot be esupned by any- 
thing 1 in the nature of a contract. To estop a married woman from alleg- 
ing a claim to land” (the case then before the Court), must be 
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some positive act of fraud, or something done upon which a person deal- 
ing with her, or ina manner affecting her rights, might reasonably 
rely, and upon which he did rely, and was thereby ingured. No one can 
reasonably rely upon the contract of a married woman, or on a repre- 
sentation of her intentions, which at best is in the nature of a contract, 
and by which he must be. presumed to know that she is not legally 
bound.” 

Unless the element of fraud is present in the deslavations or conduct 
of a woman under coverture, upon the faith of which another has acted 

to his own injury, and which may reasonably be supposed to 
(112) induce him to act, she cannot lose any of her just rights of prop- 

erty. Burns v. McGregor, 90 N. C., 225; Loftin v. Crossland, 
94.N. C., 76; Boyd v. Turpin, ibid., 137, and cases cited. 

These. views, we believe, cover ‘the essential subject-matter of the 
rulings upon issues of law, and leave little more to be said. The account 
is adjusted upon the basis of requiring the defendant to pay over what 
is left of the proceeds of the entire trust estate, including the cotton and 
other personal articles, after discharging his mortgage, towards the. 
debts due the feme plaintiff, deducting, however, therefrom her own 
personal indebtedness, and this 3 is in our opinion a proper settlement of 
the controversy. 

In the rulings there is no error, and the judgment is affirmed. 

Noerror. | | Affirmed. 


Cited: Farrar v. Staton, 101 WN. C., 79; Thurber v. LaRoque, 105 
N. C., 313; Farthing v. Shields, 106 N. C., 300; Ray v. Wilcoxon, 107 
N. C, 594; Wells vy. Batts, 112 N. C., 289; "Rich v. Me CeIsey, 149 
Ni, "48, 


©. N. SIMPSON, Apmrnisrrator, v. M. A. CURETON. 
Widow’s Year's Support—Law of the Domicile. 
a E 


1. The widow of a man who dies a citizen of another State, is not entitled to 
a year’s support out of the assets of the decedent in this State, and the 
fact that she became a citizen of this State after her husband’s death is 
immaterial, since her relations to the estate and her right to share in it 
are fixed at the intestate’s death, and by the law of the domicil. 


2. If, in such ease, the law of the domicile made provision for the relief of 
decedents’ widows, and there are chattels in this State, but not enough 
property in the State of the domicil to satisfy such provision; It may be, 
that such laws would be given effect in this State, but this would always | 
be in subordination to the rights of resident, and perhaps of all, creditors. 
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8. None but parties and privies are bound by a judgment. 


4, Where the widow of one who died a nonresident of this State, applied to 
a justice in this State before administration was granted, and had her 
year’s support allotted to her; Jt was held, that the judgment allotting 
it was void, and that she was liable for a conversion in an action against 

: her by the administrator. 


5. If a widow dies before the allotment of her year’s aunpone is / made, or 
before the report is confirmed, her right ceases, and it does. not survive 
either to the children or to her administrator. - 


(Medley v. Duntap, 90 N. C., 527; Cow v. Brown, 5 Ired., 194; Kimbalt %. 
Deming, tbid., 418; Hae parte Dunn, 68 N. C., 187; cited and approved. ) 


Orvit action, tried before: anery, J, at Spring Term, 1886, of (113) 
Union Superior Court. 

T. G. Cureton, a citizen, and with his family residing in South Caro- 
lina, died in 1882, intestate, leaving an estate both real and personal in) 
this as well as in ‘that State. Soon afterwards, and before the issue of 
letters of administration by a court of North Carolina, his widow ap-— 
plied by petition to a justice of the peace to have her year’s allowance 
set apart out of the intestate’s personal property, which was done by him 
and two other persons qualified to act under section 2121 of The Code, 
and she took possession of the articles so allotted, and applied them to 
_ the maintenance of herself and the minor children, included in the esti- 
mate of their value, under the directions of section 2118. 

Administration was granted by the proper court, in March, 1883, to 
the plaintiff, who in December of the next year, instituted this suit to 
recover the value of the goods, as misapplied ue needed 1 in the pay- 
ment of debts. The defenses set up are: 

1. That the allowance being made in pursuance of the apis of law, 
the report made by the commissioners confirmed, and judgment regularly 
entered in the Superior Court for the daficienéy estimated, the money to 
be paid out of assets when received by the administrator, the 
proceeding can be reached and set aside only by a direct im- ( 114) 
peaching action; until which the allowance must stand. 

9. That as it does not appear that the nonresidence of the defendant 
was known to the commissioners, their action in the premises was regular 
and valid, and so must remain until reversed. _ 

3. That the creditors and plaintiff, not having opposed the allowance, 
nor appealed from the finding of the commissioners, under section 2124 
of The Code, are now concluded. 

4. That the estimate for the children is in trust for their support, ane 
' having been thus used, no liability therefor rests upon the defendant. 

The court, by consent of parties, found the facts as stated, atid there- 
upon caused to be entered the following judgment: : 
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“The court finds, as a conclusion of law, that the creditors having 
. failed to object within the time prescribed by law, to the allowance made 
to the defendant out of the estate of the intestate, and to proceed as pre- 
scribed in chapter 53 of The Code, the administrator has no right to’ 
recover by action in this court the value of the property assigned to her. 
_ It is further ordered, that the defendant go without day and recover” 
of plaintiff costs of action, to be taxed by the clerk.’ 
From this judgment the plaintiff appealed. 


Jd. Vann for plaintiff. 
D. A. Covington for defendant. 


Sacee: C. i. after stating the facts: In} our opinion there is error in 
the ruling, and this allotment and appropriation of the assets of the 
estate are unauthorized and void, and afford no defense to the action. 

In Medley v. Dunlap, 90 N. G., 527, it is declared that section 2116 
of The Code, does not “embrace widows of deceased husbands, citizens of 
other States,” and that a subsequent removal to this State does 


“Gh 115) not change her relations towards the estate, since they are fixed, 


7 and her rights to share therein are determined at the intestate’s 
death, and by the law of his domicil. If provision is made by the law 

of South Carolina for the temporary relief of a decedent’s family, and 
there is no personal property, or not sufficient to meet the requirements, 
it may be, that such laws would be given effect upon the principle of 
comity, as in the distribution among those entitled under such laws, but 
this would always be in subordination to the demand of our own resi- 
dent creditors, if not of all creditors. 

To the pursuit of the property thus wrougtalls converted, no legal 
impediment is interposed, inasmuch as the plaintiff was no party to it, 
and no administration had been then taken out to entitle him to make 
resistance to the allowance. The principle is too well settled to need a 
sustaining reference, that none but parties and privies are bound by any 
judicial action. ‘The section referred to, entitled the representative, or 
any creditor, legatee, or distributee, to intervene and resist the finding 
of the commissioners, which though ex parte, would otherwise determine 
the amount of the allowance, and justify its recognition and payment, 
but this cannot extend to a claim unfounded in toto, and wholly without 
warrant in law. If the petition represented the case truly, the proceed- 
ing would show its nullity upon its face, and if suppressed, and the 
facts necessary to give validity to the demand not inquired into, the 
same result must follow. when they are now developed. Can the adminis- 
trator be charged as with a devastavit?—and this when the appeal must 
be taken “within ten days from the assignment,” and no appointment 
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was made until three months thereafter? This section has reference to 
a proceeding instituted by a resident widow, who is entitled under our 
laws, who, on application to “a justice of the peace of the township in 
which the deceased resided, or some adjoining township,” under- 

takes to act, and has the necessary jurisdiction to act in the case, (116) 
Here, there is not only a nonresident having no right to allow-- _ 
ance, but a total want of jurisdiction, as much so as if exercised in a 
distant county, where no notice can be implied of an action for which 
the law gives no warrant. 

Nor is there any force in the suggestion of a trust in respect to part 
of the allowance, and if there was, we do not see how it can protect the 
defendant from the wrongful conversion. But the allowance, when 
proper, is personal, the amount due her being estimated by the numbers 
that constitute her family of limited age, but it is nevertheless her own 
property, and to be used at her pleasure. So if the widow dies before the © 
allotment is made, her right ceases, and neither her administrator nor 


her children succeed to it. Cox v. Brown, 5 Ired., 194; Kemball v._ 


Demang, tbid., 418. Nor if she die after allotment and before confirma-— 
tion, does the right survive. Dunn ex parte, 63 N. C., 187. 
There is error, and there must be an inquiry of damages, unless. ‘the 
parties consent to the valuation of the commissioners, in which event. 
final judgment will be entered upon the findings. Otherwise such i inquiry : 
must be made, and to this end let this be certified. 
Error. Reversed. 


Cited: Burgwyn v. Hall, 108 N. C.,, 497; Jones v. Layne, 144 N. C., 
603, 612. 


J. W. WADSWORTH vy. W. S. STEWART. 


Pleading—Proviso. 


1, Where a statute giving a right of action contains a proviso, the plaintiff 
need not negative it, but if the case falls within the proviso the defendant 
must set it up in the answer. 


2. So, in an action for failing to keep a sufficient bridge over a canal cut 
across a public road, brought under section 2036 of The Code, the plaintiff 
need not allege that the road was laid off before the mill was erected, in 
order ‘to negative the provise in that statute. 


(R. KR. Co. v. Robeson, 5 Ired., 391; Gorman v. Bellamy, 82 N. C., 496; Mul- 
holland Ve Brownrigg, 2 Hawks, 349; cited and approved.) 
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(117) Tuts was a Arie action, tried on complaint and demurrer, 
before Graves, J., at August Term, 1886, of Muck Lensure Su- 
perior Court. 

The plaintiff alleged, in substance, that there was, iad had been for 
fifty years or more, a public highway, used and worked as such by the 
county authorities of Mecklenburg County, between the city of Char- - 
lotte and Rozzel’s Ferry, on the Catawba River, eadae to the town of 
Lincolnton. 

That on 17 July, 1885, and for many years prior to that i, the 
defendant, and those under whom he claims, were the owners in fee of a 
ivnotof laud a Mecklenburg County, on both sides of said public road, 
and lying on both sides of a creek, known as Asbury’s Creek, where the 
said public road crosses the same. 

That on said stream and land, a few hundred feet north of said public 
road, there was and had been for many years, a grist-mill, owned by the 
defendant and those under whom he claimed, and there was a dam just 
above said mill on said land, to provide water to run the mill. | 

That there was and had been for many years, a saw-mill about fifty 
yards south of the‘said public road, and a canal or race had been cut by 
the defendant or those under whom he claimed, of the depth of six or 
eight feet and about ten feet wide, across said public road, on the land 
of the defendant, for the purpose of carrying the water to the saw-mill, 
and there was a wooden bridge over the canal or race, over which the 

public passed on said highway. 
(118) That the defendant, about fifteen or twenty years prior to 
17 July, 1885, removed the grist-mill from the north side of the 
road to the south side thereof, at or near the place where the saw-mill 
had formerly stood, and used the canal or race to convey water to the 
mill, and it had been so used and operated by the defendant for fifteen 
or twenty years. 

That it was the duty of said defendant, as the owner of said land 
and water-mill, in accordance with the provisions of section 2036 of The | 
Code, to erect, construct, and maintain, such necessary and lawful 
bridges over said canal on said highway, for the use of the public, so 
long as the: same might be needed by reason of the continuance of 
the mill. 

That defendant, in disregard of said duty and obligation, failed and 
neglected to erect ae a lawful and necessary bridge across the canal as 
- was required by the statute, but so constructed the bridge, that it was not 
of the necessary width for vehicles to pass over, it being only about ten 
feet wide, and was wholly without railing or other protection at the 
sides thereof to prevent passengers or vehicles with horses. from falling © 
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into ad canal, and by reason of the narrowness of said bridge, and the 
want of railing thereto, the same was highly dangerous to persons and 
animals crossing it. 

That in consequence of the failure of the defendant to perform the 
duties and obligations resting upon him as aforesaid, and his failure to 
construct and maintain such a lawful and necessary bridge over said 
canal on the public highway, and to provide proper railing or protection 
at the sides thereof as hereinbefore alleged, the plaintiff’s servant, while 
lawfully traveling on said highway, with a carriage and four horses of 
plaintiff, in the night time, on 17 July, 1885, without fault on the part 
of said servant in passing over said bridge, had the two lead horses of 
plaintiff precipitated into the canal, one of them drowned and 
the other so fatally injured that it died shortly thereafter; the (119) 
- harness cut to pieces in the attempt to rescue said horses, and 
suffered other injuries to the damage of plaintiff five hundred dollars. 

There was a second cause of action, charging the defendant with 
failure and neglect to keep the bridge in good repair for many months 
prior to 17 July, 1885, and with failure to erect railings or other pro- 
tection to prevent horses and vehicles from falling into the canal, and in 
not removing from the bridge objects calculated to frighten horses in 
passing over the same; and also with having failed to make the bridge of 
sufficient width, by reason whereof it became dangerous to the public, 
and in consequence of which the daniage herein before stated was sus- 

tained, ete. 

The defendant demurred to both causes of action, the ground of de- 
mourrer to each being the same, to wit: | 

“1. That said alleged cause ei action does not state facts sufficient to 
constitute a cause of action, in that the complaint does not state that the © 
mill set forth in the complaint was erected, or the canal or race was cut, 
before the laying off of the public highway therein specified. 7 

“2. Or that said road was not laid off by the request of the owner of 
the mill of this defendant or any other previous owner thereof.” 

His Honor gave judgment overruling tne demurrer, and allowing the 
defendant to answer. . 

From this judgment the defendant appealed. 


John Devereux, Jr., for plaintiff. | 
W.«. H. Baaley and Heriot Clarkson filed a brief for defendant. 


- Davis, J., after stating the facts: The section of The Code (2036) 
- under which this action is brought, is as follows: | 

“Tt shall be the duty of every owner of a water-mill which is 
es on any public road, and also of every person who, for the (120) 
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purpose of draining his lands, or for any other purpose, shall con-— 
struct any ditch, drain or canal across a public road, respectively, to 
keep at his own expense in good and sufficient repair, all bridges that 
are or may be erected or attached to his mill-dam, immediately over 
which a public road may run; and also to erect and keep in repair all 
necessary bridges over such ditch, drain or canal on the highway, so 
long as they may be needed by reason of the continuance of said mill or 
 mill-dam, ditch, drain or canal: Provided, that nothing herein shall be 
construed to extond to any mill which was erected before the laying off 
such road, unless the road was laid off by the request of the owner of the 
mul”, | 
The demurrer i is based upon the ground that the Serer fails to 
allege that the mill set forth therein was erected, or that the canal or 
race was cut, before the laying off of the road, or if before, that the road 
was laid off by the request of the owner of the mill, and admitting all 
the other facts to be true, as stated in the complaint, the vee is not 
entitled to recover, because of this failure. | 
It clearly appears from the allegations in the compiatae if true, that 
the highway existed before the canal or race was cut, for it alleges that 
_ the canal or race “was cut across said public road.” —- ' | 
But it is insisted that the proviso in the statute must be set out in dé 
complaint and negatived before a prima facie case can be made out 
against the defendant. In the ease of R. R. v. Robeson, 5 Ired., 391, 
relied on by the defendant, it is said that “a proviso is propedly the 
statement of something extrinsic of the subject-matter of the contract, 
which shall go in discharge of the contract, and, if it is a covenant, by 
way of defeasance. . . . A proviso peed not be stated in the declara- 
_ tion, for this, says Mr. Chitty, ought to come from the other side.” In 
the same case, Judge Nash, quoting the opinion of Ashurst, 
(121) Justice, in a case cited, says, in speaking of a proviso: “This, 
therefore, being a creamer the omission of which was to 
defeat the plaintiff’s right of action, once vested, whether called by the 
name of a proviso, by way of defeasance, or a condition subsequent, it — 
must in its nature be a matter of defense, and ought to be shown by the 
defendants”; and Gorman, v. Bellamy, 82 N. C., 496, is to the same 
effect. The duty of the defendant in regard to the. bridge is clearly 
stated, and the breach is clearly stated. The complaint complies fully 
with the requisites of The Code, sec. 233. If the mill was erected before 
the laying off of the road, and the road was not laid off by the request 
of the owner, the defendant may avail himself of the benefits of the 
proviso by answer, and this will raise an issue of fact, to be submitted to 
the jury, and passed upon by them. It is a matter of defense, which, 
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under the old practice, it was not necessary to set out in the declaration, 
and which now need not be set out in the complaint. Mulholland v. 
Brownragg, 2 Hawks, 349. : | 
There is no error. Let this be certified. | - 
No error. | | | Affirmed. 


Cited: Coa v. Wall, 182 N. C., 784. 


JOS. THAMES eT aL. v. HENRY JONDS Et at. 


Action to Recover Land—Demurrer—Parthies—T enants in Common. 


1. Where the complaint in an action against several defendants to recover 
land, described the locus in quo as several tracts adjoining each other and 
situated in the counties of Cumberland and Bladen, of which the defend- 
ants are in possession and wrongfully withhold from the plaintiffs; I¢ 
was held, that under this au ceatiom: the Superior Court of Cumberland 
had jurisdiction. . 


No 


. Where the parties in interest are very humerous, and it is ‘apenctioable 
to bring them all before the court, one or more may sue or defend for the 
benefit of all, but how far those not actually before the court may be 
affected by the judgment, is left open. 


38. One tenant in common may sue without joining his cotenants for the 
recovery of the possession of the common property. 


4, A statement in a complaint of redundant matter, or of evidential facts, is 
no ground for demurrer. 


- 5. So, where in an action to recover land, the plaintiff . oe out his claim of 
title, the allegations in this respect cannot render the complaint demurra- 
ble on the ground that it joins several distinct causes of action. 


6. Where in an action to recover several tracts of land, in the separate pos- 

-gession of several defendants, the complaint does not allege of which 

tract each defendant is in possession; It was held, that it constituted no 
ground for demurrer. 


(Bronson v. Insurance Co., 85 N. C., 414; Young v. Greenlee, 90 N. C.,, 319; 
Best v. Clyde, 86 N. C., 4; cited ‘and approved.) 


THs was an action to recover land, brought by Joseph Thames ( 122) | 
and twenty others against Henry Jones and eighteen others, tried, 
on demurrer, before Avery, J., at Spring Term, 1885, of ‘Cunnmenanp 
_ Superior Court. 

The complaint alleges that the plaintiffs are owners in fee simple aaa 
entitled to the possession of certain tracts of land, described in the first 
allegation of the complaint as adjoining each other, and situated on the 
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east side of the northwest branch of the Cape Fear Ries and in the. 
counties of Bladen and Cumberland. 

The boundaries of the several tracts, sixteen in ater are separately 
set out at length. The first, known as the Daniel Bean tract, containing © 
400 acres; second, the John "Bean tract, containing 250 acres; third, part 
of the Smith tract, containing 240 acres; fourth, the tract patented by 
~ Joseph Thames, 14 November, 1809, eoutaining 41 acres; fifth, four 
tracts containing in the aggregate 291 acres; sixth, one tract of 50 acres, 

and also one of 170 acres; seventh, a tract of 154 acres; eighth, a 
(123) tract of 181 acres; ninth, a tract of 29 acres; tenth, a tract of 

100 acres; eleventh, one-half of a tract of 269 acres; twelfth, a 
tract of 200 acres; thirteenth, a tract of 300 acres; fourteenth, one-half 
of a tract of 640 acres; fifteenth, one-half of a tract of 300 acres; six-. 
teenth, one-half of a tract of 250 acres. 

That the defendants claim title to said lands either directly or by 
mesne conveyances from John T. Gilmore, who conveyed said lands to 
Stephen Hollingsworth, by deed dated 5 November, 1836, duly recorded 
in the register’s office of Cumberland County, on 27 January, 1848, in 
Book W, No. 2, page 245. 

That said John T. Gilmore, by the last will and testament of Joseph 
Thames (under whom said Gilmore claimed and held the lands), only 
had a life estate in said lands. 

That said John T. Gilmore died before the sommonoaneut of this 
action, viz., about the year 1863 or 1864, and thereupon his estate and 
that of those claiming under him expired. 

That the plaintiffg and those under whom they claim, are entitled, 
under the will of said Joseph Thames, to the estate in reminder in all 
of the aforesaid lands, after the een of the aforesaid life estate 
of the said John T. Gilmore. 

That the said John T. Gilmore died ifiee he had arrived at the age of 
twenty-one years without children begotten 1 in wedlock. 

_ That the defendants are unlawfully in the possession of the aforesaid 
lands, and wrongfully withhold the possession thereof from the plain- 
tiffs. 

‘The plaintiffs demand judgment: | 

I. That under the will of said Joseph Thames, aie are entitled to an 
estate in fee simple in all of the aforesaid lands, in remainder, after the 
death of John T. Gilmore, the life tenant. | 

| II. For the possession of said lands. | | 
(124) JIT. For the rents and profits of said lands for hs three years 
next immediately preceding the commencement of this action. 

IV. For fivé thousand dollars damage for the withholding of the 
possession thereof. | 
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The. defendants’ demurrer to the complaint is on the following 
grounds: | 

I. That, as appears by de complaint, the court had no jurisdiction of 
the subject of action, because a part.of the lands described in the com- 
plaint is said to be in the county of Bladen, and it is not stated in said 
‘complaint which tracts of said land lie in the ore. of Bladen, ame 
which in the county of Cumberland. 

ID. That, as appears by the complaint, there is a defect of parties 
plaintiff, the plaintiffs named in said complaint suing in behalf of all 
other heirs of David Thames, and others, without giving any reasons 
why the said heirs should not be named in the complaint. 

TIJ. That it appears by the complaint, that several causes of action 
have been united against these defendants. - | 

IV. The complaint does not state facts sufficient to constitute a cause 
of action, in this, that it does not state which tracts are in possession of 
each detains. . 

At the May Term, 1884, the following order was made by Philips, 
Judge, to which the defendants excepted: _ 

“This cause coming on to be considered at this term, and it appearing 
to the satisfaction of the court, upon statements of counsel and inspection 
of the record in this action: 

I. That this action involves questions of a common or general interest 
of many persons. 

II. That the parties, both plaintiff and defendant, who have an 
interest in this action, are very numerous; that some of them have died 
since the commencement of this action; that this action has been pend- 
ing in this Court since 30 December, 1876, and that it is impracticable to 
bring all the parties, either plaintiff or defendant, before the court: 

To the end, therefore, that there may: be a more speédy de- 
termination of this cause on its merits, it is now ordered by the (125) 
court that those persons named as the plaintiffs in the summons 
_ and complaint who are still living, or. the last survivors of them be, and 
they are hereby permitted by the court, to prosecute this action to a 
final determination for and in behalf of themselves and all other persons 
interested herein as plaintiffs. And it is further ordered by the court, 
that those named in the summons and complaint, who are parties de- 
fendant to this action, and who have been brought into court as parties 
defendant by service of process heretofore, who are still living, or the 
last survivors of them, be, and they are hereby permitted, to defend this 
action for the benefit of themselves and all other persons having or 
claiming to have “an interest in the controversy involved in this action. 
adverse to the plaintiff.” 7 


113 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [97 


THAMES V. JONES. 


At the Spring Term, 1885, Avery, J., gave judgment sustaining the 
demurrer, and from this judgment the plaintiiis appealed. 


* John W. Hinsdale for plaintiffs. 
E. R. Stamps for defendants. 


Davis, J., after stating the facts: The demurrer cannot be sustained 
upon any one of the grounds stated. Actions for the recovery of real 
property must be brought in the county in which the subject of the 
action, or some part thereof, is situated. It may be, that some of the 
tracts are wholly in the county of Bladen, and are in the separate posses- 
sion of some of the defendants, but the complaint alleges broadly, that 
the defendants are in possession and wrongfully withhold the said land, 
and it is sufficient to give jurisdiction to the Superior Court of Cumber- 
land County, and this disposes of the first alleged ground of demurrer. 

Where the parties, as manifestly appears in this case, “may 
(126) be very numerous, and it may be impracticable to bring them 
all before the court, one or more may sue or defend for the benefit 
of the whole.” The Code, sec. 185; Bronson v. Insurance Co., 85 N. C., 
414, It was clearly within the power of the court to make the order 
permitting the persons named as plaintiffs to sue for all, and the persons 
named as defendants, to defend for all. As to how far the judgment 
may affect persons wade parties under this order, we express no opinion. 
But independent of this, any one or more of several tenants in common 
may sue for the recovery of the possession of land wrongfully withheld. 
Young v. Greenlee, 90 N. C., 319, and the cases there cited. This dis- 
_ poses of the second ground of demurrer. | 

Upon an examination of the complaint, we are unable to discover the 
misjoinder of several causes of action, made-the third ground of de- 
murrer. It is true, that the plaintiffs allege title under the will of 
Joseph Thames, and that the defendants claim under conveyance from 
_ John T. Gilmore, but these are unnecessary statements of the chain of 
title relied on by the plaintiffs and defendants respectively, and are not . 
alleged as causes of action. They are unnecessary, and might well have 
been omitted or stricken out, but they furnish no ground for demurrer. 
Best v. Clyde, 86 N. C., 4. And this disposes of the third ground of 
demurrer. | 
The fourth ground of demurrer cannot be sustained. The complaint 

does state ground sufficient to constitute a cause of action, and the ob- 
jection that the complaint does not state which tracts are in possession 
of each defendant, cannot be taken by demurrer. The complaint alleges 
broadly, “that the defendants are unlawfully in the possession of the 
aforesaid lands, and wrongfully withhold the possession thereof from — 
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the plaintiffs,” and if any of the afeuiaits are not in pos- (127 ) 
session of all, they can disclaim as to the part not claimed. | 
_ There was error. Let this be certified, and the case nea to be 
proceeded with according to law. 

Error. | 


Cited: Allen v. oe 105 N. C., 342; Bryan v. Spivey, 106 N. C.,, 
99; McGill v. Buse, sbid., 246; Conley v. R. R., 109. N. C., 696; Foster — 
v. Hackett, 112 N. C., BBA; Winbourne v. Lumber Co., 130 N. C., 33; 
Allred v. Smith, 135 N.: C., 450; Jones v. Comrs., 1438 N. C.,, 65. 
Cooperage Co. v. Lumber Co. 151 N. C., 456; Hardwood Co. v. Waldo, 
161 N. C., 198; Lee v. Thornton, 171 N. C. 911; Clark v. Homes, 189 
N. C., 709. , | 7 


J. P. ARRINGTON Er a1., ExEcutors, y. A. W. ROWLAND, Execuror. 
Principal and Surety—Statute of Limitation—Trusts. 


1. Where a surety pays money for the principal debtor, in the absence of a 
covenant to repay, it is a debt due by simple contract, and is barred in 
three years. 

2. Although a debt secured by a deed of inst or a mortgage may be barred, 
yet if the deed of trust or mortgage is not barred, a Court of Equity will 
enforce it, without regard to the fact that the debt is barred. 


8. Where a principal debtor executes a mortgage to his surety to save him 
harmless for any loss he may sustain by reason of his suretyship, although 
the amount is unascertained at the time the mortgage is given, it becomes 
a debt due by covenant, and is not barred by the lapse of three years 
from the time the surety pays the money. 


(Capehart v. Dettrick, 91 N. ©., 344; cited and approved.) 


CiviL action, tried rere Shepherd, J, at Fall Term, 1886, of Nasi 
Superior Court. | 

The plaintiffs are the executors of the will of A. H. Geen who 
died in 1872, and to whom and for whose benefit the deed below set forth 
was executed. 

The defendant is the executor of the will of W. H. Rowland, who died 
in January, 1886, and who was the maker of the deed referred to above. 

The plaintiffs ‘bring this action to recover $4,642.92, with interest 
thereon (less $130 paid 18 February, 1877), from 1 November, 1873, 
which they were compelled to pay as executors of their testator 
on account of the suretyship of their testator mentioned and pro- (128) 
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vided. for in the same deed below set forth, and they allege that 
the money so paid by them is embraced by and constitutes cas of the 
indebtedness provided for and secured by the same. 

The defendant in his answer pleads that the alleged. cause of action 
did not accrue within three years next before the bringing of this action, 
and the same is therefore barred by the statute of limitation. 

The following is a copy of the deed above referred to, alleged in the 
- complaint and relied upon by the plaintiffs : | 

“This indenture, made this 25. June, 1872, between W. H. Rowland 
of the one part, and A. H. Arrington of the other part, both of the 
county of Nash and State of North Carolina, witnesseth, that, whereas, 
the said W. H. Rowland, with Willis F. Rowland, did qualify as ad- 
ministrators on the estate of Elijah B. Hilliard, at August Term of 
Nash County Court, in the year 1862, and entered into bond as adminis- 
trators aforesaid, in the sum of one hundred and fifty thousand dollars, 
or some other large amount, with said A. H. Arrington, H. G. Williams 
and L. M. Conyers as sureties on said bond; and whereas, there is a suit 
pending in the Supreme Court of North Carolina, between the heirs of - 
the said E. B. Hilliard, deceased, as plaintiffs, and said W. H. Rowland 
and Willis F. Rowland as administrators aforesaid, defendants, the final 
decision of which suit is involved in uncertainty; and whereas, the result 
of said suit may involve the said A. H. Arrington and other said sure- 
ties, and cause them to be liable to pay and sustain loss on account of 
said suretyship; and whereas, the said W. H. Rowland is anxiously and 
honestly desirous to hold the said A. H. Arrington and other said sure- 
ties harmless on account of any loss from said suretyship, he, the said 
W. H. Rowland, agrees to advance and pay over all the funds and assets 

of every kind belonging to said estate that may be on hand, to 
(129) meet any amount the court may decide is due the said estate, and 

the said W. H. Rowland agrees to pay all the funds he may have 
of his own, to meet said decision or judgment of the court, if necessary 
to pay the amount, and after the said W. H. Rowland shall have paid 
over to the said estate all the available assets belonging to said estate, 
and all the money he may have of his own, then, if there shall still 
be a balance due the estate, the said A. H. Arrington agrees to advance 
for the said W. H. Rowland, the said balance, on the following terms, 


and for the purpose of securing the said A. H. Arrington for any 


amount he may advance as above, on account of said securityship and 
for the said W. H. Rowland, with interest, and to hold him, the said 
A. H. Arrington, and the other said securities harmless, as said W. H. 
Rowland is honestly desirous of doing, the said W. H. Rowland, for and 
in consideration of one dollar, to him in hand paid, has this day bar- 
gained, sold and delivered unto the said A. H. Arrington, his heirs and 
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assigns, a certain tract or parcel of land in said county of Nash and 
State of North Carolina, being the land upon which said W. H. Rowland 
now lives, adjoining the lands of James Tucker, Dr. R. H. Marriott, 
Rhoda Archibald and Crawford Ricks, and on the north bounded by 
Beaver Dam Swamp, containing five hundred and seventy-one acres; to _ 
have and to hold the same with all the privileges and appurtenances 
thereunto belonging unto him, the said A. H. Arrington, his heirs and 
assigns forever. 

“In trust, nevertheless, and upon the following condition, that the 

said W. H. Rowland is to remain on the premises and in possession of — 
said land, and to manage and carry on the farming operations according 
to his own judgment, and whatever amount the said W. H. Rowland 
can spare after paying expenses of the farm and improvements on the 
same, he, the said W. H. Rowland, agrees to pay over to the said A. H. © 
Arrington, or his representative, until the amount and interest 
the said A. H. Arrington may advance for the said W. H. Row- Che) 
land shall be paid. 

“And if the amount and interest that the said cnr may have to 
advance for said W. H. Rowland, on account of said suretyship, shall not 
be paid to said Arrington or his Topresentativé before the death of: said 
W. H. Rowland, the said A. H. Arrington, his executors and adminis- 
trators, shall sell the said land, after giving due public notice, to the 
highest bidder on a credit of twelve months, retaining title until pur- 
chase money is paid, and the proceeds of said sale shall be applied to 
the payment of whatever amount may be due the said A. H. Arrington, 
and if there should be any surplus, the same shall belong to the estate 
of the said W. H. Rowland. Whenever the said W. H. Rowland shall 
pay off and satisfy any advances by, or. loss to, the said A. H. Arrington, 
or other said securities, this deed and conveyance shall be null and void; 
otherwise to remain in full force and effect as above written.”. 

The court ruled that oe action was barred, and the plaintiffs ap- 
pealed. | 


C. M. Busbee (Benj. Bunn and Jacob Battle also fled a brief) bad 
plaintiffs. 
No counsel for defendants. 


Merrion, J., after stating the facts: The very purpose of the deed 
of trust was to recognize and secure an anticipated indebtedness of the 
testator of the defendants to the testator of the plaintiffs, and others, his 
cosureties of the testator of the defendant, that might arise out of the 
suretyship distinctly mentioned and described. 
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The defendants’ testator covenanted, certainly in effect, and stipu- 
lated in the deed, to pay the testator of the plaintiffs the sum of money, 
whatever it might turn out to be, he might have to pay or advance for 


him, as contemplated by the deed, and this as certainly and _ 


(131) effectually as if the same had been ascertained and set forth in the 
deed itself. It was further mutually covenanted between the 
parties, that the testator of the defendants should have the right to culti- 
vate the land embraced by the deed, if need be, during his lifetime, pay- 
ing off the anticipated indebtedness, so much as he could, after paying 
the expenses of cultivation, out of the proceeds of the crops to be pro- 
duced from year to year; and if the indebtedness should not be wholly 
discharged thus by him, then, after his death, the land should be sold 
to pay the balance then remaining unpaid. | 
_ The covenant to pay the indebtedness provided for, was a asagniine 
one, and the right of the testator of the plaintiffs, or of his executors, to 
sue, did not accrue until the death of the testator of the defendants. 
Until then, the plaintiffs could not execute the power of sale contained 
in the deed, nor could they sue for and recover the money to come due. 
In the absence of the deed or other like provision, the money paid by — 
the plaintiffs on account of-the suretyship mentioned, would have been 
a debt due by simple contract, and therefore barred by the statute of 
limitation; but by the express. agreement of the parties to the deed, it 
becomes a debt due by covenant, due and actionable only at the death of — 
the testator of the defendants. 
_ If the debt secured by the deed of trust had feat independent of, and 
apart from the deed, as contended by the defendants, the plaintiffs 
could have the right to have the trust executed. The court would 
not in that case deny the plaintiffs this remedy, simply on the ground 
that the debt intended to be secured is barred by the statute of limita- 
tion. Capehart v. Detrick, 91 N. C., 344. 
_ We therefore are of opinion, that there i is error, and that the plaintiffs 
are entitled to a new trial, and so adjudge. To that end, let this opinion 
be certified to the Superior Court according to law. It is so ordered. 
Error, | Reversed. 


» Cited: Taylor v. Hunt, 118 N. C., 172; Hedrick v. euee, 119 N. C., 
422; Menzel v. Hinton, 182 N. C., 663. 
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(132) 
JANE E, YOUNG v. JAMES R. YOUNG er At. 


Conéingent Remainders—Powers—Judicial 8 ale. 


1. Where a contingent remainder is created, the tenant in possession and 
those in remainder i” esse, cannot have a decree for a sale of the land, 
‘unless some one of each class of contingent remaindermen are in esse and 
before the court. 


2. Where a power is to be exercised entirely at the discretion of the donee of 
the power, Courts of Equity have no jurisdiction to force him to act, and 
if he has. died without exercising the power, they cannot confer it upon a 
trustee appointed by. the court. 


8. So, where land was settled on a trustee, in trust for A. for life, remainder 
in trust for her children then living and the issue of such children as may 
have died leaving issue, with a power in the trustee to sell the land 
whenever in his opinion best for the interest of the cestuis que trust, with 
directions to reinvest the proceeds as he thought best; Zt was held, that 
a Court of Equity could not decree a sale at the instance of the life 
tenant and her children, and the trustee having died without executing 
the power of sale, a trustee appointed by the court could not execute it. 


(Williams v. Hassell, 73 N. C., 174; Ex parte Miller, 90 N. C., 629; cited and 
approved.) . 


Crvin action, tried before Clark, J., at June Term, 1886, of Gran- 
VILLE Superior Court. 

The plaintiff appealed. 

The facts appear in the opinion. 


Jos, B. Batchelor and John Devereux, Jr., for plaintiff. 
No counsel for defendants. 


Smita, C. J. When this cause was before us at October Term, 1884, 
we declined to take jurisdiction and inquire into the merits of the sub- 
ject-matter presented in the complaint, because of irregularities in the 
action of the Superior Court, and an order remanding it was | 
made. These difficulties are now removed, and the appeal is from (133) 
a ruling, followed by a final judgment embodying it, in these 
words: — | - 3 , 

“The cause coming on to be heard on complaint and answer, the court 
declared that a sale of the real estate described in the complaint, and a 
reinvestment of the proceeds, would be to the advantage of the plaintiff, 
and all other persons who are, or may become entitled to an interest 
therein under the said deed of trust. But the court is of the opinion, 
that the power of sale conferred by said deed upon the late trustee, Peter 
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~W. Young, was personal to and discretionary with the said Peter W. 
Young, and the power not having been executed by him in his lifetime, 
no other person succeeding him as trustee of said estate can execute said 
power, and therefore, and for asmuch as it cannot be known until the 
death of the plaintiff who will be entitled to or interested in the estate 
after her death under the limitations in said deed, this court has no 
power or jurisdiction to order a sale of said real estate by way of execut- 
ing the said power of sale, or otherwise, and cannot confer upon any 
new trustee the court may appoint, by any conveyance it might direct to 
be made to him of the legal title of said estate, any power or discretion to 
sell the same, or any part thereof, and reinvest the proceeds of such sale, 
and for the reason aforesaid, an order of sale of said estate as prayed for 
in the complaint, is refused. The court is further of opinion that a new 
trustee ought to be appointed in place of Peter W. Young, deceased, and 
a proper conveyance made to such new trustee, and it is referred to the 
clerk, to inquire and report to the court the most suitable person to be 
appointed such trustee, who is willing to accept said appointment.” - 

The deed made on 30 October, 1866, conveys for the consideration of 
$2,500, a lot and house in fee to. Peter W. Young, and attaches. to the 
| estate the following declarations of trust: 
(1384) “But nevertheless, upon special trust and confidence, to, for and 

upon the uses and trusts following, and no other, that is to say, 

for the sole, separate and exclusive use and benefit of Jane Eliza Young, 
wife of the said Peter W. Young, for and during the term of her life, 
and at her death, for the use of her children then living, and the then 
living issue of such of her children as shall have died leaving issue, as 
sharers in fee simple per stipes; and it is further agreed between the 
said Russell H. Kingsbury, trustee, etc., and. the said P. W. Young, that 
at any time that it may seem to him to be to the interest of the said 
cestuis que trust, he may sell the said land and premises absolutely, pro- 
vided that without delay he shall reinvest the proceeds of sucli sale in | 
real or personal estate, at his discretion, or otherwise manage, apply or 
dispose of the said proceeds for the benefit of the said cestuis que trust, 
for the sole and separate benefit of the said Jane Eliza Young and her 
children, in the same manner as the lands and premises in this deed and 
conveyance are settled.” | | 

The contingent remainders, limited on the termination of the ne 
estate, are to such of her children as are then living, and to the then 
a issue of such as hawe died leaving issue, so that it is impossible to — 
tell who will be entitled when the life tenant dies. Those who would 
now succeed upon the happening of that event, may none of them be 
_ then living, and consequently there is no one of either class before the 
court to respresent the others. We are unable to distinguish between the 
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sie case and the cases of Willams v. assell, 73 N. C., 174, and 
Miller, ex parte; 90 N. C., 629, except that the latter were suits for par- 
tition, and the estates were created by will. But the principle involved 
is the same, and each involves the exercise of like jurisdictional power, in 
transmitting title by a decree or order of sale. The defect of power 1s 
not dependent upon the instrument by which the limitations are created, 
but is inherent in the estates formed, and because being unascer- 
tainable, those who may succeed to the estates are not bound by (185) 
the judgment or decree. 

It is suggested in argument, that the contingent remainders being 
equitable estates, the trustee represents them, and may act so as to bind 
them. At law this might be so, because legal ‘titles are there only known. 
But this case is equitable, cognizable under former distinctions only in 
a Court of Equity, and in this Court such estates are recognized and 
treated as essential. 

The only remaining obj ection to the rulings which seems to be com- 
plained of (for no specific errors are pointed out in the record), is to 
that which declares that the power of sale and reinvestment conferred 
upon Peter W. Young, and not exercised in his lifetime, was personal to, 
and discretionary with him, and is not transferable to the substituted 
trustee; in other words, became extinct at his death, and could not be 
judicially prolonged and vested in his successor. _ 

This ruling is, in our opinion, not open to objection. The personal 
character of the power conferred to change the investment, is disclosed 
upon the face of the deed. It is to be exercised “when at any time 7 
may seem to him (the trustee) to be to the interest of the said cestwis 
gue trust,’ to sell and to reinvest. 

It is committed to the judgment and discretion of the uahand of the 
life tenant, and the father or ancestor of those who are to have the 
remainder, as the case may be, and he may well be supposed to have their 
interests in view in any disposition that may be made, and possessing the 
_ confidence of the grantor that the Contre, power will be prudently and 
discreetly used, if used at all. 7 

“In the case of mere powers, that is, powers of which the exercise is 
arbitrary and discretionary, the court: ia no jurisdiction to interfere.” 
Lewin on Trusts, 435. oe 3 : 

“An express arerciouaey power,” remarks another author, “may 
either apply to the doing or abstaining from doing a contemplated act; 
as where the trustees are empowered to do the act; or it is di- 
rected to be done, if the trustees ‘should think fit,” or ‘proper, > or (136) 
‘at their discretion.” Hill on Trustees, 485. 

“In some of the earlier cases,” continues the author, “where trustees _ 
neglected or refused to exercise the discretionary powers vested in them, 
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the court itself assumed that discretion, and exercised the power in the 
manner which it conceived to be most beneficial for the cestuis we 
trust.” i 
“However,” he adds, “this jurisdiction has been long since Geaisded: 
and it is settled, that the court will never exercise a mere discretionary 
power, either in the lifetime of the trustee, or upon his death or refusal 
to act.” Ibid., 48 and 211. | 
It is manifest, then, as long as Peter W. Young did not deem it best 
for those interested to dispose of the property in his lifetime, the power 
becomes extinct, and does not pass to the new appointee. : 
There is no error, and the eee must be affirmed. : 
No error. 7 | | Affirmed. 


Cited: Overman v. Sims, 96 N. C., 455; Irvin v. Clark, 98 N. C., 445; 
Branch v. Groffin, 99 N. C., 183; Creech v. Granger, 106 N. O., 219; 
Whatesides v. Cooper, 115 N. C., BIB: Smith v. Smith, 118 N. C., 736; 
Baker v. McAden, tbid., 748; Salinan ». Whitaker, 119 N. C., 94; 
Clark v. Peebles, 120 N. C., 34; Hodges uv. Inpscomb, 128 N. C., 63; 
Springs v. Scott, 182 N. C., 553; Bowen v. Hackney, 186 N. C., 192; 
McAfee v. Green, 143 N. C., 417 Hayden v. Hayden, 178 N. C. 263 ; 
Thompson v. Humphrey, 179 N. C., 52. 


“MARION BROOKS v. THOS. A. BROOKS, Executor, er At. 
Jurisdiction—Creditor’s Bill. 


1. Where the court has jurisdiction of the person and subject-matter, its judg- _ 
ment will not be void, although there were grave irregularities which 
would have been fatal to the action if presented by the defendants in apt 
time. 


2, So, where a proceeding in the nature of a creditor’s bill was brought andes 

section 1448 of The Code, to have a settlement of a decedent’s estate and 

to have the land sold for assets, but the summons was not made return-. 

able as prescribed by that section, and the plaintiff did not purport to sue 

on behalf of all the creditors, nor was there any advertisement for credi- 

. tors as provided by the statute, nor were the statutory requirements at all 

— eomplied with ; It was held, that the proceeding was not void, no objection 
having been made by the defendants to these irregularities. 


8. While a judgment may be irregular or erroneous, yet if no objection is : 
made to it on that particular ground, it will not be reversed. 
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Crviz action, heard upon appeal from the clerk of the Su- (137) 
perior Court ae CHATHAM County, by Gilmer, J., at Chambers, 
on 1 July, 1886. 

The defendant, Thomas A. Brooks, is the sole surviving executor of 
the will of Aaron D. Headen, who died in the year 1859, and his co- 
defendants, except the husband of the feme defendant, are the legatees 
and devisees of the will mentioned. 

The plaintiff obtained judgment against the defendant executor, In 
the Superior Court of the county of Chatham, at Spring Term, 1881, 
thereof, for $399.31, with interest thereon from 20 March, 1876, and 
for $128. 25 costs. He began this special proceeding in the Superior 
Court of the county named, by summons issued 3 March, 1884, made 
returnable before the clerk “within twenty days, after the service of” the 
same, exclusive of the day of service, and it was served upon all the 
defendants, except Samuel Headen, on 1 May, 1884. Five of the de-. 
fendants were infants, and their mother was appointed their guardian 

ad litem, and filed answer in their behalf as stated below. 
‘The following is a copy of the case settled upon appeal by the court: 

“This proceeding was begun on 3 March, 1884, and the plaintiff com- 
plains and alleges: 

1. That Aaron D. Headen died in 1859, leaving a will which (138) 

was admitted to probate, and that Thorns A. Brooks 3 is the sole 
surviving executor of the same. 
9, That in 1881, plaintiff recovered judgment against the said execu- - 
tor for a considerable sum, and is informed and believes that the per- 
sonal estate of the testator has been exhausted in the payment of debts. 
_ 8. That the testator died seized of the following real estate (which is 
described in the complaint, and the names of the devisees and legatees are 
also stated). 

Wherefore plaintiff daaads judgment, that a guardian ad litem be 
appointed for the infant defendants, and that a commissioner be ap- 
pointed to sell the said real estate and pay off said judgment, and for 
costs, and such other relief as the court may deem right. 

The complaint was subsequently amended by leave of court, and it 
was therein alleged, that a sale of all the interest of the testator in said 
lands was necessary for the payment of plaintiff’s debt and costs, and 
that the plaintiff has often requested the defendant executor to institute 
proceedings to sell the same for the payment of said debt and cost, but 
the executor has refused to do so. That the tract of land contains about 
550 acres, and is worth about $5 per acre, and the interest of the testator 
therein is one undivided half. That plaintiff has no information @ as to | 
the value of the personal property nor as to its disposition. 
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The. answer of Martha Headen (for herself and as guardian ad litem 
for the infant defendants), and of the other defendants other than Thos. 
A. Brooks, alleges: 

That they have no knowledge or information to the effect that the | 
personal estate has been exhausted, and therefore deny plaintifi’s allega- 
tion as to that matter, and also deny that the testator died seized and | 
possessed of the said land, or that he was the owner of any interest 
therein at the time of his death, and they deny that the defendants hold 
the said land by, through, or under the last will and testament of the 

said Aaron D. Headen. | 
(139) The defendants also say they have no knowledge of the sates 

of acres of land as alleged by the plaintiff, and therefore deny the 
same. And they further say that $5 per acre is an overestimate of.the 
average value of said land, and they deny that the testator has any 
interest in the same. Wherefore they demand judgment that this pro- 
ceeding be dismissed. | | 


It appearing that issues of fact arose upon the pleadings, the clerk _ 


transferred the case to the civil issue docket, to be tried at term. 

And accordingly at May Term, 1886, the following 1 issues were sub- 
mitted to the jury: 

1. Did Aaron D. Headen die seized of the Besos Headed tract of 
land? Answer: Yes. — 

2. Have the personal assets of Aaron D. Headen been éshanisted 4 in. 
_ the payment of debts and charges?’ Auswer: Yes. 

And thereupon the court gave judgment for a sale of the land, and 
appointed a commissioner to sell the same and apply the proceeds to the - 
plaintiff’s judgment, and the balance, if any, to be paid to the executor, 
and the cause was retained for further directions, and from this judg- 
ment the defendants other than Thomas A. Brooks appealed, insisting 
that the proceedings should be dismissed, for that the complaint does not 
state facts. sufficient to constitute a cause of action. 

This cause coming on to be heard at Chambers, 1 July, 1886, on the 
appeal of defendants from the order of the clerk, it was adjudged that — 
_ there was no error in the order authorizing the sale of said lands, and 
the cause was therefore remanded to the clerk, to be proceeded in by him 
according to law. 

From the judgment the defendants appealed to this Court. 


(140) John Manning for saan 
Jos. B. Batchelor and John Devereux, Jr. , for defendants. 


ees J., after stating iis facts: It must be conceded that the 
proceedings in this special proceeding have been conducted very irregu- 
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larly from its beginning. If objection had been taken in apt time, 
without amendment allowed, it must have been dismissed. But no 
objection was at any time made because of irregularities, and now the 
sole question for our decision is, whether or not the complaint states 
facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action. 

The manifest purpose of the plaintiff was to bring the special pro- 
ceeding allowed by the statute (‘The Code, sec. 1448). The nature of his 
claim, and the relief he seeks, plainly indicate such purpose. He is a 
judgment creditor of the defendant executor, and seeks, because of the 
laches of the executor, to have his debt paid out of the assets of the 
testator, and inasmuch as the personal assets in the hands of the executor. 
have been exhausted, he demands that the land of the testator devised 
by the will—all that he had—be sold to make assets to pay his debt. 

The statute cited allows a creditor of a deceased person to bring a 
special proceeding or a civil action, “in his own name and in behalf of 
himself and all other creditors of the deceased,” against the latter’s per- 
_ sonal representatives, “to compel him to an account of his administra- 
tion, and to pay the creditors what may be payable to them respec- 
tively”; and after prescribing the course of procedure as to notice to 
creditors to appear and prove their respective claims, taking accounts, 
etc., the statute (The Code, secs. 1474, 1475), further provides as fol- 
lows: “If it shall appear at any time during, or upon, or after taking of 
the account of a personal representative, that the personal assets are 
insufficient to pay the debts of the deceased in full, and that he died 
seized of real property, it shall be the duty of the Judge or clerk, 
at the instance of any party, to issue a summons in the name of (141) | 
the personal representative, or of the creditors generally,, to the 
heirs, devisees and others in possession of the lands of the deceased, to 
appear and show cause why said lands should not be sold for assets. 
Upon the ces of the summons, the proceeding shall be as directed in 
other like cases.” 

It thus appears that the Superior Court has jurisdiction by special 
proceedings, of the matters, and for the purpose indicated in the statute 
cited, and that in the course of such proceedings the clerk acts as and 
for the court, as he does generally in cases of special proceedings. 

In this case, however, the summons was not made returnable as to 
. time, as the statute (The Code, sec. 1450) requires—the plaintiff does 
not in terms, either in the summons or the complaint, purport to sue 
for himself aa all other creditors of the testator—no notice was given 
to creditors to appear and prove their debts respectively—no accounts 
were taken—the executor was not sued alone, but the legatees and devi- 
sees of the'will were at the beginning, and not at a subsequent stage of the 
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proceeding, as the statute (The Code, sec. 1474), provides, made parties 
defendant. No creditor except the plaintiff appeared before the court. 

Notwithstanding such irregularities, we think the complaint states 
facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action, cognizable by special pro- 
ceeding, and that the judgment is valid, upon the ground that the court 
had jurisdiction of the parties and the subject-matter, and no objection 
was made at any time by any of the parties, that the course of procedure 
was irregular. 

The plaintiff brought his special proceeding, and he was therefore 
before the court. Although the summons was not made returnable as to 
time, as in such cases it ought to have been, it was served upon all the 

defendants except one, and the answer embraced him. The de- 
(142) fendant executor made no objection to the relief demanded. The 

other defendants all appeared and made defense by answer; they 
did not contend that the proceeding did not purport to be for the benefit — 
of all the creditors; it was not suggested by them that other creditors 
had been notified to appear and prove their debts, and that no account 
had been taken. They simply broadly denied that the land sought to be 
sold as that of the testator ever belonged to him, and that they claim 
title thereto under him; and they further denied that the personal assets 
of the testator have been exhausted. They admitted the plaintiff’s debt. 
At the trial the verdict of the jury upon both the issues raised was in 
favor of the plaintiff, and the court gave judgment that the land be sold 
to make assets, that the plaintiff’s debt be paid out of the same, and the 
surplus paid to the executor, for the benefit of the devisees. This judg- 
ment may be irregular, it may be erroneous, but no objection is made to 
it upon such grounds. 

The plaintiff states facts which entitle him to have the land sold to 
pay his debt. The objection is that the procedure was not regular. The 
proceeding did not purport to be for the benefit of all the creditors. It 
may be, however, that the plaintiff was the only creditor. Moreover, the 
purpose of the proceeding obviously—necessarily—indicates its char- 
acter, and the court might have directed notice to issue to creditors. It 
might even yet do ‘so, and, indeed, ought to do so if there be any. The 
defendant devisees were not brought into court regularly at the proper 
time in the course of the proceeding, but they chose to appear and make 
defense upon the merits, making no objection on account of any irregu- 
larities. They must, theret ore: be held to have waived them. The court | 
properly held that the complaint states facts sufficient to constitute a 
cause of action, and in this respect there is no error. To the end that 

further proceedings may be taken in the cause, let this opinion 
(143) be certified to the Superior Court. It is so ordered. | 
No error. Affirmed. 
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Stock Law—Burden of Proof. 


1. Where the statute makes it the duty of the County Commissioners. to 
build and keep in repair the fence around the territory embraced by 
the stock law, an owner of stock who resides outside of such territory, 

is not liable to have his stock impounded if found within such territory, 
unless the County Commissioners have kept the fence in good repair. : 


2. In such case the presumption is that the fence is in good order, and the 
burden of showing the Onnen? is on the party alleging it. 


Crviz action, tried before Philips, J., and a jury, at September Term, 
1886, of Wayne Superior Court. 

This action, begun before a justice of the peace, was brought to recover 
possession of four hogs, which the plaintiff alleged to be his property, 
and he. availed himself in the course of the action of the provisional 
remedy of claim and delivery. 

The following is so much of the case aed on appeal as it is needful 
_. to set forth here: 

“Tt was sAraittad that the stock had been taken up by the defendant 
while trespassing upon and doing damage to his crops, which were 
situated within the stock-law territory, described in chapter 115, laws 
of 1885; that all the requirements necessary to give force and validity 
to this act had been complied with, and that the act was in full force 
over said territory, and that the defendant had caused the stock 
to be duly advertised and registered, had impounded the same, and (144) 
had complied with all the other requirements of the act respect- 
ing said stock, and that the defendant resided within said territory, and 
that the plaintiff owned land, resided and farmed, and kept his stock on 
his farm outside of the territory. It is further admitted that the stock 
in question was the property of the plaintiff, and that he had turned 
them out to graze on his own lands. 

The plaintiff testified that after he had turned them out they had been 
lost, and that he found them in the defendant’s stable, within said terri- 
tory, and that he then demanded them of the defendant; that he asked 
him what damage they had done; that he said he did not know; that he 
had got some parties, four or five men, to help him get them up, and _ 
that was worth fifty cents apiece; that said stock had eaten, after he 
_took them up, one-half bushel of corn, and had damaged his wheat and 
turnips; that witness asked him if he wanted a committee to assess his 
damages, and he said he didn’t know; that witness oe defendant he © 
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knew the stock was his, and if he didn’t give them up, witness would get 
them; that witness asked defendant what he, witness, should pay him, to 
which he made no answer, and the witness then said to him, ‘you wish 
me to sell the hogs, don’t you? You know you tried to buy them, and 
are going to have them, anyhow.’ The witness further testified, that he | 
was then able to pay all costs, charges and damages due the defendant, 
. having in his pocket at the time about fifteen or twenty dollars in money. 
Plaintiff then offered to prove by himself that the gate on the public 
road leading from where the plaintiff had turned out his stock into said 
territory, required to be kept by the act on the line of said territory 
where it is crossed by the road, was at the time down, and had been so 
for a long time, and that the fends required by the act to be kept up 
around said territory, was down for from one-half to three-fourths of a 
mile, and had been so for some time, near the place where the 
(145) hogs were turned out, and that said gate was three or four hun- 
dred yards from plaintifi’s lands where he had turned out the 
hogs. To this evidence the defendant objected; the objection was sus-— 
tained by the court, and the plaintiff excepted. 
The court charged the jury that the law allowed the defendant to 
retain the possession of the property until the charges for taking up and 
impounding the same under the statute were paid, and on failure of the 
plaintiff to pay these charges, the defendant is entitled to a verdict, 
unless the plaintiff offered to pay them, and the defendant refused. to 
receive them. Plaintiff excepted. 
There was a verdict and judgment for the defendant, and the plaintiff 
having excepted, appealed to this Court. | 


E. R. Stamps and C0. B. Aycock for plaintiff. 
No counsel for ate: 


Merron, J., ation stating the facts: The. statute (Acts 1885, chs. 
115, 192 and 287), provide that live stock, including swine, shall not be 
allowed to run at large within the limits of Goldsboro Township, in the 
county of Wayne, and in additional designated adjoining territory — 
therein named. To this end, it is likewise provided further, that certain 
commissioners named shall cause to be built a sufficient fence around the 
territory mentioned, and gates erected across all the highways leading 
into same, for the purpose of preventing live stock outside of such en- 
closure from intruding upon and running at large inside of it. It is 
expressly provided further, that the statute referred to shall not take 
effect and authorize the taking and impounding of such stock, and the 

collection of fines and-costs in respect thereto, until the fence provided 
for shall be built, and notice thereof given as prescribed. 
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It is further provided: “After said committee shall have re- (146) 
acael the completion of said fence, said fence shall be under the’ 
control and management of the board of commissioners, and they shall 
discharge, with reference to said fence and the territory therein em- 
braced, all the duties prescribed in chapter 20 of The Code, relating to 
territory where a stock law prevails.” And the statute (The Code, sec. | 
2826, Vol. 2, ch. 20), thus referred to,. provides that “the board of com- 
missioners of the county may . . . make all regulations and do all 
other things necessary to carry into etfect the provisions of this chapter 
relating to the stock law.” 

_ It thus plainly appears, that the statutes first above cited, were to have 
effect only when. the fence should be built, and that there was no purpose | 
to prevent live stock from running at large outside of the territory en- 
closed. It also appears, if not in terms, certainly by reasonable and 
necessary implication, that the county commissioners shall keep. the 
fence in reasonable repair, and make appropriate regulations; that is, 
appoint suitable agents, and raise money as allowed by law, and do other 
needful things for that purpose. The nature of the purpose suggests 
and requires that the fence shall be kept continually in repair, in order 
that the law may be continually operative and effectual. 

Generally, such stock are allowed-to run at large in unenclosed ter- 
ritory. If the fence is allowed to become. ruinous and the gates to 
be thrown down and remain so, then cattle may wander inside of the 
enclosure unrestrained, and if they should, in such case, the owner 
thereof would not be liable to have them taken up and. impounded, nor 
would he be liable for charges and costs in respect thereto, because the 
statute does not create such hability when the fence is so out of repair. 
When this is permitted, the county commissioners and their agents are in 
default, and not the owner of the stock straying at large; the owner is 
not bound to keep his stoek confined, and thus keep them outside of the 
enclosure, nor to keep the fence in repair. The statute, properly 
interpreted, does not so require, and it would be palpable injustice (147) 
to require the owners of stock running at large, to be liable for 
costs and charges because of no default of his own, but that of the county 
commissioners or their negligent agents. The liability would not arise 
unless the fence or gate where the stock passed. inside the enclosure was 
in reasonable repair. The presumption of fact is, that the fence is in 
repair, and the burden 1s on the party charged to show the contrary. If 
the fence is in repair, and vicious, mischievous stock shall break through 
or get over it, then the owner would be liable. Such animals should not 
be allowed to run at large. | 

If the fence or gates shall be out of repair, and asa consequence, stock 
shall wander inside of the enclosure, they should be gently driven out- 
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side, without injury, or the owner should be notified to take them out; 
and this is so, because of the default of the county commissioners, or 
their agents, and the owners are not in default. - 

It is important that the fence and gates shall be kept in repair. Other- 
wise, each owner of land inside of the enclosed territory will be exposed 
to annoyance and injury from intruding stock that cannot be taken up 
and impounded at the cost of the owners thereof. Every such owner of 
land has therefore a direct interest that prompts him to see that the 
county commissioners and their agents discharge their duties 1 in } Feapest 
to such fence and gates faithfully. 

We are, therefore, of opinion that the court erred in sotasing to admit 
the evidence offered by the appellant on the trial in respect to the alleged 
ruinous condition of the fence and gate. 

The instructions given the jury were likewise erroneous. The court 
should have told them in substance, that if the fence and gate were in 
‘reasonable repair, and in that case, the hogs got through or over them, | 

the plaintiff, although the owner of them, would not be entitled to 
(148) have possession of them until he had first paid the costs and 

charges of taking them up and impounding them; that, however, 
if the fence and gate were out of repair, as alleged by the plaintiff, then 
he would be entitled to recover possession of his hogs, although he had 
not paid the costs and charges demanded by the defendant. 

The plaintiff i is entitled to a new trial, and we so adjudge. To that 
end, let this opinion be certified to » the Superior Court according to law. 
It is so ordered. | - 4 

Error. Zz Reversed. 


TURNER JOYNER v. WILLIAM MASSEY, Jr. 


Statute of Limitation—Principal and Surety. 


1. Three years is a bar to an action against a surety although the note be 
under seal. 


2. Where delay in bringing suit is caused by the dees of the defendant, 

and his promise to pay the debt and not to avail himself of the plea of 

the statute, he will not be allowed to plead the statute, as it would 

be against equity and good conscience; but in such case the creditor must 

bring his action within three years after such promise and request for 
delay. 

3. By SmiruH, C. am In such case the egies of the defendant for delay and 
his promise not to avail himself of the statute must be in writing, as 
provided by section 172 of The Code, except in cases where it would 
enable the defendant to perpetrate a fraud. © : 
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4, By Merrimon, J. The right of the creditor to have the debtor restrained 
from setting up the statute where suit has been delayed at the debtor’s 
‘instance, is not affected. by section 172 of The Code, and need not be in 
writing. | , 

5. Also by MERRIMON, J. The six-year, and not me three-year statute governs 
in such cases, — 


(Knight v. Braswell, 70 N. C., 709; Welfare v. Thompson, 83 N. C., 276; 
Capell v. Long, 84 N. C.,, 19: Haymore v. Commissioners, 85 N. C., 268; 
Lyon v. Lyon, 8 Ired. Eq., 201; Barcroft v. Roberts, 91 N. C., 363 ; Daniet 
V. Commissioners, 74. N. C 500 ; cited and approved.) 


Orv ACTION, tried 1 patoea” Shepherd: Jat Fall Term, 1886, (149) 
of Wiison Superior Court. | 

The -plaintiff alleged that one Martha Egerton and the defendant 
executed to him a note of which the following is a copy: 


With crteeet frou date, at 8 per cent, we, or ceihee of us, promise 
to pay Turner Joyner the sum of two hundred and thirteen dollars and— 
twenty-five cents, for value received. 28 October, 1874. 

(Signed) Marrua Ecerron. [Seal.] 
(Signed) Witriam MASSEY; [Seal ales 


And that no part of iid note had been paid. 

The defendant’s answer admitted the execution of the note, but in- 
sisted that he had signed it as surety, and relied upon the statute of 
limitation. | 

The plaintiff replied, admitting that the defendant had el the 
note as surety, but alleging that action had been delayed by the plaintiff 
at the special request of the defendant, for his accommodation, and upon 
his express promise to pay the same. The aummons was issued 16 
August, 1883. 

Issues were submitted to th jury, whe found: (1) That suit upon the 
bond was delayed by the plaintiff at the special request of the defendant: 
for his accommodation, and upon his express promise to pay the same; 
and (2) That the request and promise were made in May, 1877. 

Upon the verdict, the defendant moved for judgment, upon the ground 
that more than three years had expired after May, 1877, and 

after the note became due, before this action was commenced. (150) 
This was refused and judgment rendered for the plaintiff, and the: | 
defendant appealed. 


#LF. Murray for plaintiff. 
H.R. Stamps for defendant. . 
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Davis, J., after stating the facts: It is admitted by the plaintiff that 
the defendant signed the note as surety. It is well settled by statute and 
by deeision, that three years is a bar to an action against a surety to a 
note, although under seal. Kmght v. Braswell, 70 N. C., 709; Welfare 
». Thompson, 88 N. C., 276; Capell v. Long, 84 N. C., 19, 

The only question for our ‘consideration ; is, did the defendant’s request 
for delay, and his promise to pay, remove ie. bar of statute? If the 
action had been brought within three years after this request and 
promise, the statute would not equitably have barred; though in Shapley 
v. Abbott, 42 N. Y., 448, it was held in a case like this, that a verbal 
promise not to plead the statute was not puncen to avoid the ere | 
of the statute. 

In Haymore v. Commissioners of Y adkin, 85 N. C., 268, it’ was said 
that a Court of Equity would restrain a party from pleading the statute 
of limitation, who had agreed not’to take advantage of the delay in 
bringing the action, thereby contributing to such delay; and the case of © 
Lyon v. Lyon, 8 Ired. Eq., 201, is relied on. In that case, Eleanor 
Lyon, the plaintiff, who was the widow of Robert Lyon, deceased, the 
intestate of the defendant administrator, had lost her legal right to her 
year’s support by a failure to petition therefor at the term of the court 
in which administration was granted, as was then required, and she | 
pleaded her equity on the alleged agreement of the defendant, the ad- 
ministrator and only child of the intestate, that she need not apply for 

her year’s support at the first term of the court, but might do so 
(151) ata succeeding term, by which agreement she had lost her legal 

right to a year’s support. The defendant denied this. agreement, 
and sought to diminish the distributive share of the widow (who, to- 
gether with himself, were the sole distributees), by charging her with 
sums which he had advanced and paid to her by mistake, as he alleged 
on account of her year’s support. She was not allowed her year’s sup- 
port, nor was the defendant allowed credit for the advancements made to 
her on account of it. ‘Ruffin, C. J., said: “There is no equity between 
them, for if the defendant insisted that she had lost her right by not 
asserting lt in proper time, she might urge, that to the extent of the 
advancements by him to her, he had ‘waived the objection given him by 
the law, and more especially as he had deferred his. obecucn until she 
could in no way proceed at law.” 

-In Barcroft v. Roberts, 91 N. C., 363, it was held that the bar of the 
statute of limitation would not be allowed. when the delay which would 
otherwise give operation to the statute, “has been induced by the request 
of the defendants, expressing or implying their engagement not to plead 
it.” In that case, the defendants had made payments, extending down 
to 26 August, 1875, from which time the statute would have run, and 
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the action was poi 21 October, 1878. It was found as a fact, that 
thé bringing of the action was delayed because of the repeated promises 
of the defendant and his attorney, that the statute of limitation would 
not be relied on. It does not appear when these “repeated promises” 
were made, but from the date given, it may be inferred with certainty 
that they were within three years preceding the bringing of the action. 

‘So in the case of Daniel v. Commissioners of Edgecombe, 14, N.C. 
500, it was held to be against equity and good conscience, for defendants 
to rely upon the plea of the statute, when it had been agreed by them 
that the plaintiff's claim should abide the result of a trial of another 
suit pending against them upon a claim of similar character. 
Rodman, J., said: “Deducting the time of permitted delay, the (152) 
plaintiff”’s claim j is not barred.” = 

Conceding that these authorities, relied’ on by. plaintiff’s biased sus- 
tain fully the position that when the delay is induced by. the request of 
the defendant and his promise to pay without relying upon the statute 
of limitation, the court will not allow the statute to bar, because it would 
be against equity and good conscience, we think the action should be 
brought within a reasonable time, and that equity should follow the law 
and give no greater effect to such promise than to a new promise made 
in writing, or to an original promise supported by a good consideration, 
or to a payment made on a note, which the statute fixes at three years. 
It does not destroy the defendant’s relation as surety, and if the action 
is not brought within three years after such request for delay, and 
promise not to rely on a the statute, it should be barred in equity as well 
as at law. | 

- In the cases-relied on by the plaintiff, the actions were brought within 
three years after the promises inducing the delay. In the case of Burton 
v. Stevens, 58 American Decisions, 153, cited by counsel for -plaintiff, 
there was an endorsement in writing on the back of the notes, to the effect 
that the maker would “not take any advantage of the statute of limita- 
- tion on the within two notes.” This was held, very properly, to take the 
case out of the statute, but the action was commenced within the statu- 
tory limit, after the endorsement was made; and this case 1s not an 
authority against the defendant. 
_ This view will give full effect to the equitable doctrine which will not 
allow a defendant to take undue advantage of delay induced by. his own 
promises on the one side, and is in harmony with the statute on the 
other, which fixes the limitation at three years. In this action it was 
found that the request and promise were made in May; 1877, and: | 
the action was brought 16 August, 1888. : i “(088 | 

There is error. Judgment:reversed. © == © 
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Smuitu, C. J., concurring: While concurring in the judgment of the 
Court, that the action is barred by the statute of imitation, I do not 
ascribe any legal efficacy to the parol promise to pay the debt in con- 
_ sideration of forbearance to sue, in producing the result. Section 172 
of The Code is explicit in declaring, that “no acknowledgment or _ 
promise shall be received as evidence of a new or continuing contract, 
whereby to take the case out of the operation of this title, unless the 
- game be contained in some writing signed by the party to be charged 
thereby.” A construction that this plain language does not embrace a 

ease in which delay has been superinduced by a reliance upon the good 
faith of the debtor in not setting up the defense, would be in a great 
measure to neutralize its operation, as it does directly contravene its 
terms. It is only when the lapse of time would bea bar, that the new 
promise would have any effect, and to give this effect to an unwritten 
promise, because of delay, which was the former law, would be to leave 
it unchanged, notwithstanding the new enactment. The cases relied. on 
have reference to the principle recognized in equity, which will not allow 
a party to reap the advantages of his own fraudulent representations 
and conduct, when confided in and acted on by those to whom they were 
made, and the last one, Barcroft v. Roberts, carries the doctrine to its 
extreme limits, beyond which I am unwilling to go. In that case, it 
wuld have constituted a successful fraud to have permitted the defendant 
to escape responsibility. 

It seems to me, as the promise to pay, so must the assurance not to 
take advantage of the statute, be in writing, and thus its efficacy enters 
into cases, as well in equity as in law, and the act operates evenly and 

uniformly in both jurisdictions. To this effect is Shapley v. 
(154) Abbott, in the Court of Appeals of New York, 42 New York, 443. 


Merrion, J., concurring: In my judgment, the equitable right of a 
creditor plaintiff to have the debtor defendant restrained from availing 
himself of the statute of limitation where the former forbore to sue until 
after the bar, at the request of the latter, and with the assurance and 
promise on his part, that he would not afterwards plead the statute of © 
limitation, is in no way affected by the statute (The Code, sec. 172), 
which provides that “no acknowledgment or promise shall be received as 
evidence of a new and continuing contract,.whereby to take the case out 
of the operation of this title (that as to time of commencing action), 
unless the same be contained in some writing, signed by the party to be 
charged thereby; but this section shall not alter the effect of any pay- 
ment of principal or interest.” 

The right is founded not upon a new promise on the part of the debtor 
to pay the debt barred, as contemplated by this statutory provision, but 
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upon the ground that before the bar, he requested the creditor not to 
sue until after the bar, upon the assurance and promise of the debtor 
that he would not afterwards avail himself of the statute of limitation. 
In view of such assurance and promise given by the debtor, and received 
and acted upon by the creditor, it would be perfidious and iniquitous for 
the debtor to plead the statute, and a Court of Equity will not allow him 
thus to take. advantage of, and reap benefit from his own fraud and 
wrong. And this is so in the same degree, whether the promise was 
made verbally or in writing. — 

In the case where the equitable right arises as above indicated, ‘the 
assurance and promise are given before the bar arises. In the case con- 
templated by the statutory provision above recited, the new promise to 
pay is made after the bar, and must be in writing to be effectual. 

The equitable right thus arising, is distinctly recognized and (155) 
upheld in Lyon v. Lyon, 8 Ired. Eq., 201; Daniel v. Commission- 
ers, 74 N. C., 494; Haymore v. Comunissionare, 85 N. C., 268; Barcroft 
v. Roberts, 91 N. C., 363, and other cases, 

But the Court of Equity will not thus interfere indefinitely—it will 
do so only for a reasonable time—not exceeding an extension of the time 
equal to that prescribed by the statute of limitation. In this case the 
plaintiff did not bring his action until more than eight years next after 
the bond sued upon matured as to the surety, the defendant appellant. 
I therefore think he cannot recover, as to the surety; I would think 
otherwise, however, if the action had been brought within six years after 
such maturity of the bond. 

Error. | Reversed. 


Cited: Hill v. Hilliard, 108 N. C., 38; Murray v. Penny, 108 N. C., 
326; Dibbrell v. Ins. Co., 110 N. C., 209; Redmond v. Pippen, 118 
N. C., 93; Grady v. Wilson, 115 N. C., 348; Cecil v. Henderson, 121 
N. C., 247; Wade v. Tel. Co., 147 N. C, 219; Oliver v. Fidelity Co., 
176 N. Cs, 601. | ion 


W. K. ANDRES, Apurnisreator, v. J. W. POWELL anv W. C. POWELL, 
-EXecurtors, ET AL. 


Reeniore 8 tatute of LInmitation. 
1. An action must be brought against an executor or administrator by a 


creditor, legatee or next of kin of the decedent, within six years after . 
the filing of the final account, or it will be barred by the statute. 
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2. The rule. announced in Syme v. ‘Baagen: 96 N. C., 197, affirmed, that a 
suit by a creditor to ‘subject the descended land in the hands of the heir 
to the payment of the ancestor’s debts is barred, if not brought within 
seven years after grant of administration and advertisement for creditors. 

(Briggs v. Smith, 83 N. C., 306; Vaughan v. Hines, 87 N. C., 445; Syme v. 
Badger, 96 N. C., 197; cited and approved. Davis V. Perry, 96 N. CG, 260 ; 
distinguished. ) 


(Badger v. Daniel, 79 N. C., 372: Cov v. Cox, 84 N. C., 188: McKeithan »v. 
McGill, 8B N. C., 517; Godley v. Teylor, 3 Dev., 179; Lawrence v. Norfleet, 
90 N. C., 533; Worthy v. McIntosh, tbid., 536; Speer v, James, 94 N. G, 
417; ‘cited in the dissenting ee | | 


(156) Tus was a civil action, tried batons Clark, J., at January 
Term, 1887, of the Superior Court of Corumsvs County. 

The material Allegations of the complaint are substantially as follows: 

A. J. Shipman, the plaintiff's intestate, died in the county of Bladen 
in 1869, and one J. W. Ellis was duly appointed and qualified as his 
administrator, on 17 May, 1869, with Thomas S. Memory, W. M. Bald- 
win and A. F. Powell, now dloosased, as the sureties on his administra- 
tion bond. The said J. W. Ellis died i in 1883, without having fully ad- 
ministered the assets of the said A. J. Shipman, and on the ........ day of 
ae ovny 18838, the plaintiff, W. K. Andres, was duly appointed and 
qualified as Gdimcistentor de bonis non upon the estate of the said 
Shipman; the said A. F. Powell, one of the sureties on Ellis’s bond, 
died in the county of Columbus, in the year 1873, leaving a last will and 
testament, with the defendants, J. W. and W. C. Powell, executors 
thereto, who caused the will to be duly proved in the proper court; on 
19 November, 1873, and on that day qualified as executors, and imme- 
diately thereafter made. the advertisement notifying ereditors, etc., as 
required by law. 

On 23 February, 1888, a : Fadeameut was. rendered in the Supérior 
Court of Bladen County, in favor of the plaintiff, as administrator, etc., 
against Thomas S. Memory, W. M. Baldwin and the defendants, J. W. 
and W. C. Powell, executors of A. F. Powell, in an action in the name 
of the State of North Carolina, upon his relation, against the sureties 
on the bond of the said J. “‘W. Ellis, administrator, etc., for the sum of 
$3,059.20, with interest from 23 February, 1885, and the further sum 

of $155.90 costs, and no part of said judgment has been paid. 
(157) The said A. F. Powell left a large estate, both real and personal, 

which, after the payment of all his debts therétofore presented 
for payment, was divided among his. devisees, the defendants in this 
action. Thomas 8. Memory and W. M. Baldwin. are insolvent, and the 
plaintiff asks judgment for “an account, and that ‘thé personal estate of 
the testator, A. F. Powell, be subjected to the payment of the judgment 
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in his favor, and if the personal estate be insufficient, that so much of his 
real estate as may be necessary be subjected to the payment thereof. 

The defendants, among other defenses in their answer, rely upon the 

seven years bar of the statute (The Code, see. 153, sub-sec. 9); the six 
years bar (The Code, sec. 154, sub-sec. 2), and the. three years bar (The 
. Code, sec. 155, sub-secs. 1 aaa 6). 
? The summons was issued on 2 J uly, 1885, and at the Aik Term, 
1886, the eause was referred by consent, to find the facts, and state his 
conclusions of law, and take an account of the administration of the 
estate of A. F. Powell, deceased, and report to the next term of the 
court. 

At the January ena: 1887, the referee “filed his report, finding, 
among other facts, those hereinbefore stated in the allegations of the 
complaint, and the following in addition thereto, necessary to ‘be con- 
sidered in determining the case before us on caneal 

On 8 October, 1875, the executors of A. F. Powell filed their final set- 
tlement, which was examined and approved. That there were no out- 
standing debts against the estate of the said A. F. Powell (meaning, of 
course, other than the claim of the plaintiff); that the final account of 
said executors had been audited and approved more than six years before 
the institution of the suit in Bladen against W. M. Baldwin, T. S. 
Memory and the said J. W. and W. C. Powell, executors of A. F. Powell, 
and that the other defendants were not parties to said action; ° 
and that breaches of his bond were committed by J. W. Ellis (158) 
more than six years before the institution of the suit in Bladen © 
against the said Baldwin and others, and also within six years before the 
institution of said suit; that breaches of the bond of the said J. W. 
Ellis had been committed more than seven years next after the qualifica- 
tion of said executors, and their making the advertisement required by 
‘Jaw, and also before the commencement of the suit in Bladen against 
Baldwin and others, and also within seven years; that some of the 
breaches of the bond of the said J. W. Ellis were committed more than — 
three years before the commencement of the suit in Bladen, and: some 
within that time, and that a right of action had accrued to the parties 
in interest more than three years before the commencement of said suit, 
and also within that time, that said J. W. and W. C. Powell, executors 
of A. F. Powell, after filing their final account and settlement, dis- 
’ bursed, paid out and turned over to the heirs, distributees, ‘legateés and 
next cr kin, the money and effects of their testator, more than three years 
next before the comimencement of the suit instituted 3 in Bladen * ‘County, 

and more than three years next before the commencement of 
this action. The sum so paid: out was, including ‘interest, $29, 823.02. 
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The referee, among other conclusions of law, finds: © 

“That the plea of the six years statute of limitation cannot avail the 
defendants. 

“That the plea of the seven years statute of limitation is untenable 
-and cannot avail the defendants. 

“That the plea of the three years statute (The oe sec. 155, mabe “sec. 
6), cannot avail the defendants.” 

To the report of the referee the defendants filed the following excep- 
tions: 

“1. It being found as a fact that this action was not commenced 

within seven years next after the qualification of J. W. and W. C. 
(159) Powell, executors of the estate of A. F. Powell, deceased, and 

their making the advertisement required by law, the defendants 
insist that the plaintiff cannot recover under this state of facts, whereas 
the referee has found ‘as a matter of law to the contrary, and in which 
the defendants insist there is error. 

“2. The referee having found as a fact that the said executors, i W. 
and W. C. Powell, filed their final account, which had been audited and 
approved more Te six years before the institution of the suit in Bladen 
County against W. M. Baldwin et al., he ought to have found as a con- 
clusion of law, that the plaintiff could not recover in this action, whereas 
he found to the contrary, and in which the defendants insist there is 
error. 

“3. The referee having found as a fact that the said executors, 
J. W. and W. ©. Powell, after filing their final account and settlement, 
disbursed, paid out, and turned over to the heirs at law, legatees aud 
next of kin, the moneys and effects of their testator, more than three 
years next before the commencement of the said suit in Bladen County 
by W. K. Andres, administrator d. b. n., v. W. M. Baldwin et al., and 
that some of the breaches on the bond of J. W. Ellis, administrator of 
A. J. Shipman, occurred more than three years before the commence- 
ment of the said suit by W. K. Andres, administrator, etc., v. W. M. 
- Baldwin et al., he ought to have found as a conclusion of law, that the 
plaintiff’s right of action was barred against the said legatees and next 
of kin, whereas he found to the contrary, and i in which the defendants , 
insist there is error.” 3 

His Honor was of opinion with the referee. ‘The exceptions were 
overruled, and judgment rendered in favor of the plaintiff and against © 
the defendants, ordering and adjudging that the land described in the 
report be sold, etc., and the proceeds applied to the satistaction of the 

debt described: in the complaint. 
(160) From this judgment the defendant appealed. 
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J oe Besos. Jr., ee plaintiff. 
A. W. Haywood for defendants. 


Dane J., after stating the facts: Sediici 153, sub-sec. 2, of The Code, 
prescribes that an action must be commenced within. seven years, “by any 
creditor of a deceased person against his person or real representative,” 
ete: Section 154, sub-sec. 2, prescribes that an action must be com- 
menced against an executor, administrator, etc., within six years after 
the. auditing of his final accounts. Section: 155, sub-sec. 6, prescribes 
that an action must be brought against the sureties of any executor, ete., 
within three years after the breach complained of. 

Section 1528 enacts, that. “all persons succeeding to the real or per- 
sonal property of a decedent, by inheritance, devise, bequest, or distri- 
bution, shall be liable jointly and not separately, for the debts of such 
decedent.” And section 1529 provides, that no person shall be liable 
under the preceding section, beyond the value of the property so acquired 
by him, or for any part of a debt that might by action or other due pro- 
eoeding have been collected from the executor, administrator, or col- 
lector of the decedent, and it is incumbent on the creditor to show the 
matters herein required, to render such person liable.” 

All these acts are intended to limit the liability of executors, adminis- 
trators, next of kin and heirs of decedents, and after reasonable time, to 
- give quiet and repose to the estates of dead men. 

In Briggs v. Smath, 83 N. C., 306, it is held, that as action must be 
brought within six years after the auditing of. the final accounts, if there 
is no such-disability.. 

In Vaughan v. Hines, 87 N. C., 445, Ashe, I, i" page Gi seatanel 
is, that after the final account, the statute does run against the 
next of kin, and an action seaiunt the administrator upon his (161) 
official bond is barred after six years from the auditing of his 
final account, And if the. statute protects a principal, it must mee 
protect the surety on the bond.” 

If the executor or administrator fail to pay over to the next of kin 
within six years after the final account is audited, they are barred. To 
avoid the statutory bar, they must bring action within that period. It 
would be a curious legal anomaly, if, within six years, the next of kin 
should bring their action against the executor or administrator (and 
they must bring it. within six years or be barred), and recover, and then. 
more than six years after the auditing of the account, a creditor of the 
deceased should bring action, and be allowed to recover, either out of the 
executor or administrator, or out of the next of kin or heir. The statute 
might well be regarded as dead and worthless, if such could be the aa 
and the estate of dead men could ‘never find repose. : 
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The case of Davis v. on 96 N.C, 260, and cited. o— ean for 
the plaintiff, has no application. In that ease the plea of the statute 
was not relied on in the answer and the defense must be taken a answer. 
The Code, sec. 138. 

_A. J. Shipman died in 1869, and a iene one was taken out on his 
estate on 17 May, 1869, by A W. Ellis. Ellis died in 1883, nearly 
fourteen years after, and it not-only does not appear that the money 
could not have been collected out of him, but the devastawit complained 
of, was committed more than six years before his death. A. F. Powell 
died in 1873, and the final account of his executors was audited in 
October, 1875, and his estate distributed ten years before the bringing 
of this action, and eight years before the death of J. W. Ellis, the ad- 

ministrator of Shipman. 
(162). This action was commenced in 1885, about ‘twelve years after 

the qualification of the executor of A. F. Powell, and we think 
that it is barred, both by the six years and the seven years statutes. If 
those statutes. have any life and force, they must apply to such a case as 
this. The case of Syme v. Badger, 96 N. C., 197, and the authorities 
there cited, are conclusive upon the point as to the seven years bar, and 
we need not consider it further, except to add to the authorities: the case 
of Peck v. Wharton, Martin & Yerger (Tenn. Rep.), 360. | 

That was a suit instituted to subject the land descended to the heirs 
of Daniel W,harton to the payment of his debts, under circumstances 
very similar to those in the present case, and the same defenses were 
relied on as here, with the exception that the seven years bar was that 
of the act of 1715, which was embodied in the laws of-Tennessee. In 
that case the Court say: “Situated as these parties are, who ought to 
lose, for it appears that a loss must be sustained? . . . In. ease, 
then, of a waste of the personal estate, who shall bear the loss? Is it 
more reasonable that it should fall upon the heir, who has no more power 
than the creditor (indeed not so much), to coerce the administrator to 
pursue the right course? The creditor can sue the administrator for 
his demands—the heir cannot compel the administrator to pay the debts 
of the estate; he may have a wish that it may be done, but what facilities 
has the law given him? Then to tie up the hand of the heir, first, as to 
the appointment of the administrator; secondly, as to the management of 
the personal estate; thirdly, as to bringing and prosecuting of suits for 
debts due by the ancestor, and yet say, that finally his estate shall be 
swept away, because an accident has happened in managing the personal 
estate, would be casting upon the heir a most unnatural and intolerable 

burthen. Upon the right of the heir to plead the statute of limitation, we 
are of opinion that he may insist upon it, and that he is not 
(163) limited on the scire facias to contest only the pnding of the plea 
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of fully administered. . . . We are, moreover, of the opinion that 
ethe act of 1715, of seven years, will operate as a bar, and that that 
‘act is in force, we consider one of the best established positions litigated - 
in our courts. It is so held in North Carolina, and a concurrence of 
opinion in the judges of that State, even if we have doubts, would incline 
us to pause before we expressed then: ‘i 
There is error, and the judgment must be reversed. Let ie be cer- 
tified. 


Merrion, J., “dissenting : The statute (The Code, sec. 153, par. 2) 
provides that actions brought by any creditor of a deseased person 
against his personal or real representative, must be brought within seven 
years next after the qualification of the executor or administrator, and 
his making the advertisement required by law for creditors of the de- 
ceased to present their claims, where no personal service of such notice 
in writing is made upon the creditor and a creditor thus barred of a re- 
covery against the representative of any principal debtor, shall also be 
barred of a recovery against the surety to such debt. 

In my judgment, this lmitation refers to and embraces only such | 
causes of action as exist and are actionable at the time the executor or 
administrator qualifies as such, and makes the advertisement mentioned, 
with the exception of causes of action—claims and debts—as to which 
the executor or administrator gives the creditor express notice to present 
the same, as provided by the statute (The Code, sec. 1424), and as to 
which a different limitation applies. It does not apply to causes of 
action that arise—however they may arise—after the time designated, 
until they become actionable until a cause of action upon them has 
accrued, and particularly, it does not apply to debts and liabilities of 
the testator or intestate which had not matured and become © 
actionable at that time, and does not apply to them until the (164) 
right of action upon them acerues. _ 

The interpretation that it does, it seems to me, leads to the anomalous 
and absurd result of barring a party’s debt or demand before it becomes — 
actionable. Such an interpretation ought not to be adopted, if one more 
consonant with justice and reason can be given. 

As I do not concur in the opinion and gpderment of the Court, I will 
state some of the grounds of my dissent. 

It is important to observe that the statute (Acts 1868-69, ch. 113), 
and several subsequent ones—some of them amendatory, and others 
not—all embodied in The Code, ch. 38, entitled “Executors and Adminis- 
trators,’ have, in many important ‘respects, materially changed the 
statutory regulations of the State in respect to the settlement and dispo- 
sition of the personal estates of deceased persons from what they for- 
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It is to be regretted that these regulations are to some extent compli- 
cated and confused. They need to be clear, simple, and of easy compre-s 
- hension, particularly because they are of general and constant applica-- 
tion, and very frequently applied by officers and Peon not skilled 1 in 
the interpretation of statutes. 

Now, applying this general remark, in a ange Peanect applicable fake, 
it-is to be noticed that the present statute contemplates, as formerly, 
that the executor, administrator or collector shall regularly prepare the 
estate in his hands for final distribution, immediately after the lapse of 
two years next after his qualification. Te is provided (The Code, sec. 

1488), that “no executor, administrator or collector shall hold or retain 
in his hands, more of the deceased’s estate than amounts to his necessary 
charges and disbursements, and such debts as he shall legally pay; but 
all such estate so remaining, shall immediately after the expiration of 

3 two years, be divided, and be delivered and paid to such person 
(165) to whom the same may be due by law, or the we of the -de- 

ceased.” 

There i is, however, no provision as fornisrly (Rev. Gas ch. 40, sec. 
24), requiring refunding bonds to be taken from the next of kin, or 
legatees, or other person entitled to the personal estate, for the benefit 
of creditors. Regularly, at once. after two years, the personal property 
of whatever kind ought to be delivered and paid to the persons entitled 
to the same, and the executor or administrator may be compelled to 
render his final account at any time after that time (The Code, secs. 
1402-1510), except (The Code, sec. 1489), that, if it shall appear on an 
examination of the final account of the executor, administrator or col- 
lector, that a debt against the estate is not due, or on which a suit is 
pending, the court or judge shall allow a sum of money sufficient to 
satisfy such claim, or its proportion of the assets, to remain in the hands 
of such executor, administrator or collector, for the purpose of paying 
such debt when due, or when recovered, with the expense of contesting 
the same. | 

A ereditor may, after ths inne of two years, as indicated above, sue 
the executor or administrator, have his debt ascertained, and iudgment 
for the same (The Code, secs. 1427-1509), but he must, if the estate 
has been distributed to those entitled to it, as regularly it ought to have 
been, proceed against the “persons sieeoiine to the real or personal 
property of a decedent by inheritance, devise or distribution,” who 

“shall be liable jointly and not separately for the debt of such decedent.” “es 
(The Code, sees. 1528-1532.) | 
_ The executor or administrator would be required to account for any 
assets remaining or subsequently coming into his hands after the lapse 
of two years, as indicated; but if he had delivered and paid the same 


142 


N.C] ~~—Ss “FEBRUARY TERM, 1887. . 


ANDRES UV. POWELL. 


to the persons entitled, the creditor would proceed against the latter, 
whether next of kin or legatee, and if the personal estate were insufficient 
to pay the debt or demand, then against the heir or devisee, to 
subject the land of the testator or intestate to the payment of (166) 
the same. If the heir or devisee had sold the land before the. 

lapse of two years next after the grant of letters (The Code, sec. 1442), 
the creditor might still have it sold to satisfy his debt; if he sold it 
after the lapse of that time to a purchaser who had no notice of the 
debt, the latter would get a good title as against the creditor, but the 
latter would have the right to have the heir or devisee account to him 
for the value of the land so sold, or so much thereof as would be neces- 
sary to pay his debt. The Code, secs, 1509, 1528, 1534; Banger v. 
Daniel, 79 N. C., 372; Danis v. Perry, 96 N.. G., 260. 

. This is the regular course of procedure in such ‘Tespects, and the statute 
of limitation first above set forth has reference to and bears upon it. 

If a creditor’s debt or demand against the testator or intestate sued 
upon, was due and actionable at the time the executor or administrator 
qualified, and advertised for creditors to present their debts and de- 
_ mands, and more than seven years elapsed before he brought his action 
to recover his debt, the executor, administrator, or heir, or devisee, or all 
of them, might avail himself or themselves of this statute of Himitation. 
The statute so expressly provides, and seems to contemplate that the 
cause of action at once affects the heir or devisee, as well as the executor 
or administrator; and hence, the purpose is to protect all by the same 
lapse of time. The creditor might therefore deem it prudent, especially 
after the lapse of two years, to bring a creditor’s action, as allowed by 
the statute (The Code, secs. 1448-1511), alleging a deficiency of assets, 
and making the heir or devises a Bay, so as to prevent the lapse 2s 
time. 

But it would be siiedass as to causes of action accruing subsequent to 
the qualification of the executor or administrator, and advertisement as 
indicated. 

In such cases, time would ips as against the creditor, only (167) 
from the time his right of action accrued. This would be just 
and reasonable, and the statute so contemplates. The Code, sec. 1509, 
expressly provides, that “an action may be brought by a creditor, against 
an executor, administrator, or collector, on a demand at any time after it 
is due,” ete., and the like right of the creditor to sue after his debt 
matures, is racopnieed:| in The Code, sec. 1427. 

But what statute of limitation applies as to the class of cases inet men- 
tioned? It seems to me, to be that first above cited, because its scope, 
spirit and purpose take in all causes of action, whether matured or not, 
existing at the time of the qualification of the executor or administrator 5 
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and moreover, it is the particular oné that embraces in terms the “per- 
sonal or real representative” of a testator or intestate. Coa v. Cox, 84 
N. C., 1388; McKethan vu. McGull, 83 N. C., 517, 

The last cited .case is pertinent, as reflecting strong light upon the 
meaning of the statute now under consideration. It may be said, that 
this is the general statute of limitation, prescribing the time within which 
actions founded upon causes of action affecting the executor or adminis- 
trator, as such, and the heir or devisee, wh lability, directly or indi-. 
rectly, must ie brought. | 

Then, how does that statute just seaeied affect the present case? 
The testator of the defendant executors, A. F. Powell, deceased, was in 
his lifetime one of. the sureties—the only solvent one—to the admins 
tration bond of the first administrator, J. W. Ellis, now deceased, of the 
intestate of the plaintiff, who qualified as such on 17 May, 1869, and 
afterwards died in 1883, without settling and closing the estate so in his 
hands, and the present ‘plaintiff was appointed administrator de bonis 
non, in his stead. The latter afterwards: brought his action against 
the sureties of his predecessor administrator, Ellis, upon his bond as 

_ administrator, assigning as.a breach thereof, that his adminis- — 
(168) trator had neglected and failed to deliver and pay to the plaintiff, 

. the property, effects and moneys, that were in his hands as such 
administrator, at the time of his death. The defendants, J. W. Powell 
and W. C. Powell, executors of the will of A. F. Powell, deceased, who 
was one of the sureties mentioned, were parties defendant to the last 
mentioned action, and the plaintiff therein, who is the present plaintiff, 
recovered judgment against them on 23 February, 1885, for $3,059.20, 
with interest, and for costs. It does not appear that the present defend- 
ant executors, who were defendants in that action, pleaded therein the 
statute of limitation. Be this as it may, the plaintiff obtained judgment 
as stated above. 

The present action is brought to compel the defendant executors of 
_ the will of A. F. Powell, deceased, to account for assets in their hands, 
and pay the judgment mentioned: or if they have no such assets,. but 
have delivered and paid to the legatees of their testator, property and 
money, then to compel them to pay the said judgment, and if they 
failed to receive personalty sufficient to pay the same, then to have so 
much of the land of the testator sold as may be ey to pay the 
judgment, ete.. | 

The legatees and devisees of the will’ are defendants And all the 
defendants plead and rely upon the statute ‘of limitation. | | 

Now, it seems to me clear, that this statute is not a bar to the init 
tiff’s action. The administration bond mentioned, was a continuing 
one—there could be no bar to it, except in the cases specified by the 
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_ statute (The Code, sec. 154, par. 2), which provides, that an action 
against any executor, administrator, collector or guardian, upon his 
official bond, will be barred, if not brought within six years after the 


auditing of his final account by the proper officer, and the filing of such _ 


audited account as required by law; and likewise, in the case prescribed 
in the other statute (The Code, sec. 155, par. 6), which provides, 

that an action against the sureties of an executor, administrator, (169) | 
collector or guardian, on the official bond of their preipal shall 

be barred, unless brought within three years after the breach thereof 
complained of. But no final account of the administrator Ellis ever was 
audited, and the breach of his official bond complained of, happened in 
1883, and this action was begun on 2 J uly, 1885, less than three years 
‘next ‘after the breach of the bond. 

The plaintiff’s particular cause of action sued upon in the action in 
which he obtained the judgment mentioned, and which he seeks by this — 
action to have paid and discharged, did not accrue until in 1883. It 
must be remembered, that the official bond of the administrator is not 
the cause of action, and the statute of limitation does not apply to it at 
all—it is the breach of that bond that constitutes the cause of action, and 
it is to an action founded upon this breach, that the limitation applies. 
There may be numerous and different kinds of breaches of almost every 
official bond, and each of these might constitute a cause of action in 
favor of some person interested. In this case, it may be—it seems prob- 
able there were—numerous breaches of’ the official bond of the adminis- 
trator Ellis. The plaintiff’s cause of action was the last breach of it— 
that indicated and sued upon, and: it happened, and right of action 
accrued upon it, as we have seen, in 1883, 

When Ellis, administrator, and his sureties executed it, they stipu- 
lated therein, that they would answer and be amenable for every breach 
of its condition, whenever this might happen. 

The testator of the defendant executors, as surety to that bond, so . 
stipulated and bound himself, and he was so liable in his lifetime, and 
this liability continued as to the executors of his will, and his estate in 
their hands, and in the hands of the legatees and devisees of his will © 
after his eerie The official bond was currenf—continuously 
operative and effectual—until the whole subject-matter embraced (17 0) 
by it was completely ended, and each succeeding time-there was a 
breach of its condition, an action arose in favor of some person. Here, 
the cause of action so arose in favor of the plaintiff, and he at once, 
within a brief while, brought his action. The defendant executors, lega- 
tees, devisees and heirs, cannot avail themselves of the statute of limita-_ 
tion ‘first above set forth, because the cause of action did not exist at 
the time the executors of the will of A. F. Powell, deceased, qualified 
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as such, and did not accrue until the | of the bond executed by their 
testator, which happened in 1883. 

I am therefore of opinion that the opinion and judgment of the 
Court rest upon the misapprehension that time began to lapse against the 
plaintiff’s cause of action at once after the qualification of the executors, 
and years before the cause of action arose or became actionable. I can- 
not conclude that an interpretation of the statute in question, that leads - 
to such results, is the correct one. I will add, that the interpretation L 
have thus given the statute first above cited and set forth, 1s fully sus- 
tained by this Court in interpreting a statute on the same subject, almost 
exactly similar in pertinent respects, in Godley v. Taylor, 3 Dev., 179. 
In that case, Hail, J., said: “When the Legislature say that creditors 
shall make their claim within seven years after the death of the testator, 
they must have had in contemplation, such a creditor as had a claim to — 
make—such:a claim as might be enforced in presenti. They did not 
mean a claim that might arise in futuro; which could not be enforced 
until it did arise or accrue. By an equitable construction of the act, he 
must make his claim within seven years after it accrues. To require 
him to make it before, would be to require of him an impossibility.” 

This decision has always been recognized and acted upon as a 
(171) correct interpretation of the statute mentioned in it, and it is 
expressly recognized and approved in McKethan v. McGull, supra. 

What I have said in no way conflicts with what this Court said or 
decided. in Lawrence v. Norfleet, 90 N. C., 533, and Worthy v. McIntosh, 
ibid., 586. In these cases the Court neither said, nor intimated, nor 
decided, that a debt or demand against an executor or administrator, or 
real representative, was barred after the lapse of seven years next after 
the qualification of the executor or administrator, although the debt or 
demand had not matured, and no cause of action had accrued. In both 
cases, the cause of action had accrued when the time began to lapse 
against the plaintiff. 

It is by no means clear that the defendants, ieeniees, devisees, and 
heirs at law, are not, in any view of this case, precluded from pleading | 
the statute of limitation, inasmuch. as the defendant executors suffered 
the plaintiff to obtain iudgment against them. Speer v. James, 94 
N. C., 417. But I do not deem it necessary to express any opmicn in 
respect to this view of the eer rights. | 

Error. | | | | 5-2 Reversed. 


Cited: Smith v. Brown, 99 N. C., 385; 8. c., 101 N, C., 352, 3; Lee v. 
Beaman, ibid., 298; Woody v. Brooks, 102 N. C., 889; Culp v. Lee, 109 
ON. C., 678; Miller v. Shoaf, 110 N. C., 322; Lee v. McKoy, 118 N. C., 
«28, 524, 
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| | (172) 
_ A. B. DAVIDSON v. McD. ARLEDGE er At. 


: Boundary—Evidence—Estoppel. 


1, The map of a city or town, which is adopted and recognized by the munici- 
pal authorities as correct, is competent evidence to esianiteh the pore On 
of a lot in the city. 


2. In order to show title out of the State by a possession for thirty years, 
it is not necessary to show any privity between the different occupants. 


3. Where there is a dispute as to the dividing line between two adjoining 
tracts, the acts and admissions of the adjoining proprietors recognizing 
one line as the true one, are evidence of its location when the line is 
unfixed and uncertain, but where it is well ascertained, such acts and 
admissions are not competent evidence either to change the line or to 
estop the party from setting up the true line. 


4, It seems, that such acts will entitle the losing party to recover the value 
of the improvements he may have put on the land, in good faith. 


5. The rulings made when this case was before the Court on a former appeal © 
(88 N. C., 326), repeated and affirmed. 


(Davidson v. Arledge, 88 N. C., 326; Davis v. McArthur, 78 N. G., 357; cited 
and ADDEOVER: ) 


CivIL action, tried before Avery, J., and a jury, at Spring Term, 
1886, of Mucxtmnune Superior Court. : 

The attached plat will explain the matter in controversy: 

There was a gucenn for the plaintiff, and the defendants (173) 
appealed. 

The facts fully appear in the opinion. 


John Devereux, Jr., for plaintiff. - 
Platt D. Walker ( A. Burwell and Geo. E. Walson were with him on 
the brief ), por a aleed 


Smita, OC. J. When this cause was-before the Court on the former 
appeal, 88 N. C., 326, and the title to the same narrow strip of territory 
formed by the different locations of the boundary line between lots 
numbered 78 and 79 was in dispute, it appeared that William E. 

White, under a deed from Daniel Asbury made in 1858, and (174) 
conveying the four lots, 69, 70, 77 and 78, the upper half of the 

square, and under a deed from ‘the administrator of R. E. Carson, made 
in 1861, and conveying lots 79 and 80, one-fourth of the square, became 
the owner of both lots 78 and 79 and the different antecedent locations 
of their divisional line ceased to be the subject of controversy. | 
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Upon his death, and under a power contained in the will, his executor 
in May, 1869, conveyed to the plaintiff the four lots constituting the 
upper portion of square No. 10, and designated as being in the city of. 
Charlotte “on the plan thereof”; and in June,.1870, the executor con- 
veyed to the defendants “that portion of lots numbers 79 and 80, front- 
ing on College Street, and running back 80 feet to the line of the dower 
of Mrs. Carson ; thenee with said dower line to the line of the lots of 


LizFYLS GHE 
LIAS ae 


% COLLEGE ST. 
2: i! mamma TE a 


A. B. Davidson; thence with his line 80 feet to College Street; thence 
with College Street 198 feet to the beginning.” 

The solution of the controversy then, was to be found in ascertaining 
the location of the plaintiff’s lot, number 78, for to its line that of the 
defendant came, and recognizing it, jrosesdad along that line to college 
Street. 

There could be no reer nor any color of title to apport a 
possession of such supposed overlapping territory. Such were the facts 
before us in the former. appeal. 

Upon the trial now under review, the defendant, so far as the record 
shows, offered no documentary evidence of title in himself, other than 
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that of possession, and resisted the plaintiff’s recovery upon the ground 
that-he had shown no title in himself to lot, number 78, and could not 
therefore maintain the action. , 

The plaintiff offered i in euppor of his claim of nbonerts the following 
deeds: 

‘I. A deed. foi George Anpasii Selwyn, by Henry E. Me- (17 5) 
Cullock, to Abram Alexander and others, dated in 1767, and 
conveying to them as trustees of the.town "proposed to be laid off, 360 
acres of land on Garrison Creek, a part of 100,000 acres, being lot 
number 3, not proved to cover that j in dispute, 

IT, A deed from Thomas Polk, Jerry McCafferty, and William Pat: 
terson, “trustees and directors of the town of Charlotte,” to Isaac Alex- 
ander and eight others named, designated therein as “president and 
trustees of Liberty Hall in the county of Mecklenburg, and their suc- 
cessors in office,” for four lots in Charlotte “known .as lots numbers 69, 
70, 77 and 78, on the south side of Tryon Street, beginning at a stake, 
Tunning thence-along the said street 12 poles front and 24 poles back, 
containing near two acres.” This deed bears date 14 January, 1778. | 
_ II. A deed from Addie Osborne and John McNitt Alexander, for 
themselves and Isaac Alexander; Samuel McCorkle, Thomas W. Mc- 
Caull, and James Hall, describing themselves as the “late president and 
directors of Liberty Hall College, Mecklenburg County,” made 5 May, 
1778, to Thomas J. Polk, conveying the same mentioned lots, “as known 
and designated in the plan of said town of Charlotte.” 

IV. A deed dated 26 September, 1826, from Thomas J. Polk to 
William J. Alexander, in which.“the same lots as laid down on the 
map of Charlotte’ and described. | 

. V. A deed executed on 16 August, 1842, by the sheriff of Cabarrus 
County, to the Bank of the State of North Carolina, conveying the same 
lots in the description. There was no evidence given of his having any 
execution in his hands or authority to make the sale. 

VI. A deed from the same bank, dated 15 August, 1843, to J. A. 
Johnston, similarly describing by the same numbers and with © 
like reference to the plan of the town, the subject-matter of the (176) 
conveyance. 

VII. A deed made by the grantee Johnston, “trustee of the Bank of 
the State of North Carolina,” on 26 October, 1846, of the four lots by 
the same terms of description, to Thos. J. Grier. | 

VIII. A deed from the last named, executed to David Asbury, 5 July, 
1848, “conveying the same lots as designated ; in the plan of said town, 
and as being the property formerly owned by said Alexander, and on 
which said Alexander lately resided”; referring, as we suppose, to the 
deed from Polk to William J. Alexander, before mentioned. | 
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IX. A deed from said Asbury to William E. White, dated 11 No- 
vember, 1858, in which the premises are described in: the same terms, — 
except in substituting the name of said Asbury in place of that of 
Alexander, as the present occupant. 

xX. A deed from White’s executor, dated 29 May, 1869, to the plaintiff, 
conveying “lots numbers 69; 70, q 7 and 78, in square number 10 as 
known and designated in the: plan of the town of Charlotte, being the 
property on which the testator lived at the time of his death. saa 

XI. The plaintiff further introduced the will of said White, bearing 
date 22 July, 1869, in which authority i 1s conferred upon his executor 
to sell whatever land he owned.. 

He also exhibited a map or plan of Charlotte, now become a city, 
and proved by Frederick Nash, for fifteen years past its clerk and 
treasurer, its official recognition as such by the authorities of the city. 
This map was made by James Parks, presented to and adopted by the 
commissioners, and approved by the intendent, as a correct representa- 
tion of the plan. T. J. Orr, a surveyor, teatified to his having run and 
measured the lines from the intersection of Trade Street with Tryon 
and College streets, down to Fourth Street, thence to Third Street, and 

so continuing along Tryon Street 198 feet. The distance run 
(177) from the two starting points was 396 feet to Fourth Street, then 
allowing 22 feet as its width, 396 feet to Third Street, then allow- 
ing 22 feet as its width, 198 feet as aforesaid. In like manner, the line 
was run and measured on College Street, until a point was reached on 
square No. 10, 198 feet from Third Street, These termini were then 
connected by a line which bisects the square. This forms the divisional 
boundary, as claimed by the plaintiff, between lots 70 and 71, and be- 
tween lots 78 and 79; that this location of the lots and streets corre- 
sponds with the map of the city, and leaves the disputed territory within 
the limits of lot 78. 

The witness stated that he found a plank fence on College Street, 
18 feet north of his central line, on each side of which, extended towards 
Tyron Street, was a house, one on the north from 4 to 10 feet distant 
from the fence; the other on the south, from 6 to 7 feet distant, and 
through the middle of it the line so run passed; and that if the fence 
be the boundary, lots 77 and 78, would have a frontage on College 
Street of 180 feet, and lots 79 and 80, a frontage on the same street 
of 216 feet. Another witness, A. J. Caldwell, who acted with the 
_ preceding witness in making the survey, gave similar evidence about the 
running lines, and stated that Second and Third streets have been made 
wider since they were originally laid out, the former 4 and the latter 12 
feet, taken from square 121, and for this ners an allowance ¥ was made 
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in conducting the survey; that the disputed line, as made on his map, is 
northeast of the central line, and between it and the dotted line as shown 
in the map; that the distance from the terminus of the dotted line to 
‘Third Street, is 180 feet, to Second Street 212 feet, and to the line of | 
Second Street, before it was divided, 216 feet, thus forming a square. 

On cross-examination, he testified to finding the defendant’s fence at 
the dotted line, as far back as 1879, with houses on either side, within 
a few feet, whereof the plaintiff had possession of one and the 
defendant of the other, while the line claimed by the plaintiff (178) 
would cut defendant’s house in two parts. His further testimony | 
was about the conformity of the streets to the map, wherein they are 
laid down, and it is not necessary to recapitulate it. 

The plaintiff, now 78 years of age, examined on his own behalf, 
stated that he has known the lots in square 10 since 1835. That Wil- 
liam J. Alexander then lived on the property now occupied by himself ; 
then David Asbury, and he was succeeded by Wilham E. White; that 
witness bought at the sale made by the executor in 1865, and has had 
possession ever since; that lots 71, 72, 79 and 80, were occupied from 
1835 to 1840 by Marshall Polk, in 1840 by him or Dr. Caldwell, and 
in that year by R. C. Carson, and thence up to his death in 1857, and 
afterwards by his widow and heirs at law, until 1861, when they passed 
into the possession of: Dr. Gregory, who had married Carson’s widow; 
that in 1865, the executor of White had possession of the land claimed 
by defendant, then a clover lot, and had a stable and privy upon it; 
that according to his memory, there was not any fence there in 1835, 
running across the square where Alexander lived then, nor does he 
know that the latter had a garden on the premises; that when Asbury 
occupied it, there was a fence between lots 78 and 79, and so it was 
when witness entered into possession. It was an old fence, but while 
witness believes it was not on the same line as the last fence, he cannot. 
undertake to say how the fact is, but while he has repaired it, he has 
never constructed a new fence. 

It was admitted that the defendant had been in possession of the dis- 
puted land since 1871. 

We pass over the objection to the admission of the sherifi’s deed and 
the plan of the city, with the remark that it lies not to the introduction 
of the deed, but its effect, unsupported by proof of his possession of 
legal authority to make the sale and conveyance, and to its harm- 
-lessness as an offered monument of title, and say the map thus (17 9) 
authenticated was most clearly competent in ascertaining loca- 
tions. 

ist. Exception: The defendant proposed to inquire of the plaintiff 
in the course of his examination, if the defendant did not, in 1871, 
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with knowledge and without objection from the witness, build a house 
between the straight and dotted lines, as tending to show the position of 
the true line, and second, as an estoppel on the Se now to contest, 
it. This, on objection, was ruled out. - 

He again proposed to show, and for the same purpose, that in 1872, 
the defendant moved a house from some other part of the lot, near to 
the fence in the dotted line, and that it having slipped on the skids, 
and gone beyond the fence, the plaintiffs required its removal back to 
defendant’s side of the fence, which was done; but being in a position 

that the water dripped on plaintiff’s side of the fence, he was required 
to move it still further on plaintiff’s side, and that thereafter the de- 
fendant erected a valuable house near the fence, with plaintifi’s knowl- 
edge and acquiescence. This was also ruled out as incompetent. 7 
- The plaintiff asked for the following instructions, which were given: 

I. That the fact that Julius Alexander and Asbury held up to the 
fence on the line claimed by the defendant, is not evidence for them — 
to consider in determining where the three lines of lot No. 78 were, as 
laid down in the map of the ay in 1860, x ine deed to the plaintiff 
was made. 

II. That the line to be ascertained by the jury, is tha Sonnidans line 
between lots Nos. 7 : and 7 9, as laid down on the aap of the town of 
Charlotte. 

IDL. That if the jury shall find that the land in oe lies 
within the bounds of lot No. 78, as designated in the map or plan of 
the town of aS a they ‘must. find He first issue for the 

plaintiff. — , 
(180) - ‘The defendant saieed for the following instructions: | 

1. That in order to recover, the plaintiff: must show a title 
derived from the State, with which tie must connect himself, which he 
has failed to do in this case, or he must show title out of the State, and 
seven years adverse possession of the land in dispute: under color of 
title. 

9. That the plaintiff hes shown no adverse possession under color of 
title of the locus in quo. 
8, That if the jury find that ihe line contended for by. ‘the nie 
is the line called for in the deed of White to the plaintiff, then the 
possession of a part of the land conveyed by his deed, would not be a 
possession of the locus in quo, provided there was an actual adverse 
~ possession of the locus in quo by some one else. | 
4. That the burden of proving where the true line between lots ae 
78 and 79 is, is upon the plaintiff, and if the jury. are in eouee as to 
its true location the defendant is éntitled to a verdict. : ie a 
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5. That upon all the ou in the case, the plaintiff is not satiied 
to recover. 

The second, and fifth prayers for instructions by the defendant were 
refused, and the others. were also refused, execns as aa were included 
in the general charge of the court. 

The defendant also asked his Honor to. instruct the j sury: 


6. That even if the jury should locate the line between lots 71 and 


1 0, as claimed by the plaintiff, yet if they find that in the year 1840, 
and from then on. to 1861, when lot No. 79 was sold by Wilson, ee 
ministrator, to White, R. C. Carson and others claiming under him, 
held actual, continuous, notorious and adverse possession of the land in 
dispute up to the fence, the plaintiff cannot recover, and they should 
find the issue submitted in favor of the defendant. 

His Honor responded to this instruction as set forth in . his general 
charge to the jury. 


His Honor charged the jury: as follows: | | ( 181) | 


1. The burden is on the plaintiff in this action, to show by a 

preponderance of testimony, that he has title to the land described in 
the complaint, and if the plaintiff has not satisfied the jury by a pre- 
ponderance of testimony that he is ke owner and has the title, the j jury 
will respond to the first issue, “No.” 

If the plaintiit has so satisfied them, they will papal “Yes” to the 
first issue. 

2.. In actions foe’ possession, the acne may show: title in himself 

- by a connected chain of title from the State, or from the Sovereign of 
the British Empire before the date of our independence; or the plaintiff 
may show the title out of the State, and possession under color of 
title for seven years; or without exhibiting a title from the State or 
Sovereign, may show continuous adverse possession under color of title 
for twenty-one years; or ‘after showing title out of the State by thirty 
years. actual possession, the plaintiff may show continuous adverse pos- 
- session in himself and those under whom he claims, for twenty years 
before the action was brought. 

3. If both lots, Nos. 78 and 79, have been shown to have. been enclosed 
and occupied by any person for thirty years, prior to 28 January, 1880, 
when the action was brought, not counting the time between 20 May, 
1861, and 1 January, 1870, the law presumes from such possession that 


“ 


a pee has been issued by the State. Ii is not necessary that the persons — 


holding possession of either or both lots should have claimed under the 
same right, or should have been in privity. Such possession would be 


sufficient to raise a presumption of a grant as to the locus in quo, 
if it is shown to have covered both lots (Nos. 78 and 79), whether in 
different persons or the same person, continuously from 1835 to the 
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bringing of this action, even though the possession of the locus 
(182) in quo was adverse to the plaintiff, after the plaintiff entered in 
1865, and up to the bringing of this action in 1880. . 

4, If the "evidence raises a presumption that a grant was issued, and 
if the plaintiff has satisfied the jury by a preponderance of evidence, 
that lots Nos. 78 and 79 was each enclosed and held continuously in 
possession from 18385 till the former (No. 78) was conveyed to W. E. 
White by Asbury in 1855, and until the latter was conveyed to W. E. 
White by Carson’s administrator in 1861, and that White and his 
executors held continuous possession of each of said lots from the time 
it was conveyed to him, till lot No. 78 was sold to the plaintiff in 1865 
by said executor, then the plaintiff has shown continuous possession in 
_ himself and those under whom he dlaims, for twenty years, of the land 
described in the complaint, and the jury should pearone to the first 
issue, “Yes,” 

5. "The burden i is also on ‘hie: plaintiff, to show that the ace iant was 
in the wrongful possession of the land in controversy when the action 
was brought, and if the plaintiff has shown title in White, and prima 
facie to lot No. 78 in himself, he must still satisfy the jury in the same 


way, that the line of lot No. 78 runs according to the plan of the city _ 


of Charlotte, as recognized by the constituted authorities of the town, 
on 22 May, 1869, including some portion of the land in controversy. 
If the jury find that the line of lot No. 78 so run, included any portion 
of the land south. of the dotted line (fence) as laid down on the plot 
(supposing they have responded “Yes” to the first issue), then they will 
respond “Yes” to the second issue; otherwise, “No.” 

6. The court is asked to charge the j jury, that if the line of lot No. 7 8, 
run according to the plan of the city made in 1855, includes the oes 
in quo, and the locus im quo was in the adverse possesion of R. C. Carson 
and those under whom he claimed, from the year 1835, till Carson’s 

_ administrator conveyed to William E. White in 1861, then the 
(183) plaintiff has not shown title to the locus in quo, good against the 
heirs at law of R. C. Carson. 

The court instructs you, that in order to maintain this proposition, — 
the burden would be upon the defendant, to show by a preponderance 
of testimony, that a title by actual possession matured in R. C. Carson 
_ or his heirs at law in 1861, or prior thereto, and that the line of lot, No. 

78 included the locus in quo, not only subsequent to the making of the 
map of the city in 1855, but for twenty years prior to 3 May, 1861, 
and no evidence has an offered by either of the partiee to locate the 
lines of said lot prior to 1855. | | 

The jury found the 1 issues in favor of the plaintiff. 
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It will be observed that ‘every. deed introduced in support of the 
plaintiffs title, except the earliest, which conveys 300 acres not shown 
to include the land i in dispute, from that of the trustees and directors of 
the town of Charlotte to Isaac Alexander and others, undertakes to. 
convey the four lots claimed by the plaintiff, designating them by 
numbers, and as being in Charlotte; and, all but the first, locating them 
according to the plan of said town. The survey made and accepted 
in 1855, as the town then was, and as presumed to have been originally 
laid out, except as intervening changes may have been made in widening 
the streets, as testified by the surveyor Caldwell, shows the disputed | 
territory to be within the boundaries of lot 78. | 

While the title is not traced continuously and. without interruption in 
these conveyances, they nevertheless, as evidence of asserted property 
in those who made them, show that the lots thus numbered and with 
defined lines, have been known as such for more than a century. 

If then, the property in them has vested in the plaintiff, its extent 
is measured by the lines that enclose it, except as some other 
person has acquired a part by such possesion! and so ees Cen 
as to operate as a legal transfer. 

The testimony of the plaintiff as to dhs possession, commencing in 
1835, of the lots as separated by the divisional line across the square, 
by the different claimants without the aid of antecedent deeds, was 
properly left to the jury, and warrants the verdict that the title of the 
State thereto had become divested by the presumption of the issue of a 
grant, for to effect this, it was not necessary to show a privity in estate 
of the successive occupants. Daws v. McArthur, 78 N. C., 357, 

The succession of the deeds, from that of the sheriff 6, the bank, 
in August, 1842, down to that to the plaintiff, is unbroken, and the 
plaintiff testifies that William J. Alexander, who held die deed of 
Thomas J. Polk, made in 1826, was in possession of. the lots, now in his 
own occupation, in 1835, and apes Alexander, it was in Posenee of 
_ Asbury and White and witness. 7 

The possession of Asbury, under has: deed foi Ger exeented in 
July, 1848, until he conveyed to White in November, 1858, more than 
ten years, would put the title in him, without the aid of White’s 

continuance of possession afterwards. 

In like manner, the lots 71, 72, 79 and 80, were proved to be occupied 
from 1835 to 1840, by one Marshall Polk, in that year by him or 

Caldwell, and then by Carson, until his death in 1857, and thereafter 
by his widow and her second hashand: Gregory. The interest of Carson 


was transferred by the deed of his personal representative, in May, = 


1861, to the before mentioned William E. White, and are therein 
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described as “being in the town of Charlotte, and known as lots Nos. 

71 and 72, fronting on Tryon Street, and Nos. 79 and 80 back, being. 

the lots on which the late R. E. Carson lived at the time of his death, v 

etc. Under this color of title, the possession of Carson to his death in | 

1857, would perfect it in him. But as such color, the deed would 

( 185) enure to his benefit up to and not beyond the coun of the 
_ lots as fixed in the plan of the town. — 

Thus the title to both sets of lots was in White at his icuth and he 
executor’s prior deed of four of them to the plaintiff, and his posterior 
deed of the others to whomsoever made, of which no proof seems to have 
been offered at the trial, like its retention by himself, would be in 
subordination to the calls of that of the plaintiff. 

Whatever divisional line might have resulted from previous gas use 
sad. occupation, and the presumption thence arising, it-is manifest that 
the plaintiff has acquired all the territory embraced in lot 78, as as- 
certained by reference to the plan and map of the city. Thus the 
controversy returns to the same position in which it was pion in the 
other appeal, and must be similarly solved. 

The facts proposed to be proved, and ruled out, were, for reasons 
given in the former opinion, incompetent for the purposes indicated, 
since the line, if any, produced by occupation and acts of conerhiy: | 
was obliterated by the union of the title to each in White, and his execu- 
tor’s deed must be construed by the descriptive words of the subject- 
matter contained in it. The rejected evidence would have been competent. 
to fix an uncertain: and controverted boundary, but not tu change 
that made in the deed that distinctly defines it. : | 

As an estoppel, it could not operate to vary the semen of ih 
dividing line, as determined by the grantor, who owned both lots, 
whatever equitable claim might thence arise as to the increased value 
imparted to the premises by reason of the improvement. Without going 
into a needless repetition (and the case has already been protracted in 
the examination and discussion ) , we deem the appellant’s exceptions | 

- disposed of substantially in our former ruling, and find no reason 
(186) to disturb the verdict and judgment of the eles trial. 
The judgment is affirmed. | : 
No error. | ae eo Affirmed. 


Cited: Roberts v. Preston, 100 N. C., 249; Blow v. Vaughan, 105 
N..C., 205; Cheatham v. Young, 113 N. Ci 166; Hanstein v. Ferrall, - 
149 N. C, ‘944: Kirkpatrick v. McCracken, 161 N. C., 200; Taylor v. 
Meadows, 175 N. C., 3875; Woodard v. Harrell, 191 N. CO: 197. - 
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Guardian—Recewer. 


1. As a general rule, a receiver is responsible for his own neglect only, and 
ig protected when he acts in entire good faith, but when a receiver is 
appointed to take charge of an infant’s estate who has no guardian, and 
is directed to lend cut the money and pay the income over to the ward, 
he will be held to the same accountability as a guardian. 


2, A guardian will be held liable for any loss resulting from a loan made 
without taking any security, however solvent the debtor may have been 
when the loan was made, 7 


8. It is the duty of a guardian in making his annual returns to set out the 
manner in which he has invested the ward’s estate, and the nature of the 
securities which he holds as guardian. . 


4, A receiver or other trustee may keep money in a bank as a safe place of 
deposit, or may use the bank as a means of transmitting money to dis- 
tant places, and if he uses reasonable diligence he will not be held liable 
if the bank fails, but this does not. authorize a loan to the bank by 
such trustee without taking security. 


5. Where a receiver was appointed to take charge of an infant’s estate and 
invest the same, and report to the court annually, and he deposited a 
portion of the money in a bank in another State to his credit as receiver, 
on which déposit he was paid interest by the bank, which afterwards 
failed: It was held, that the receiver was liable for the loss, as he had 
failed to report to the court the manner in which he had invested the 
infant’s estate, although he had acted in the best faith. 


(Boyett v. Hurst, 1 Jones Hq., 166; Moore v. Askew, 85 N. C., 199; Railroad | 
Co. v. Cowles, 69 N. C., 59; cited and approved.) 


Crvit. action, heard on a case agreed, by Shipp, J., at Janu- (187) 
ary Term, 1887, of Harirax Superior Court. 

Pending the action on the guardian bond of the defendant Hervey 
and his sureties, John T. Gregory, clerk of the court, was appointed 
receiver, and funds belonging to. the infants Annie N. and Maggie W. 
Conigland came into his hands as such. The order was made at eprine | 
Term, 1882, in these words: 

“This cause coming on to be heard, and it being made to appear to | 
the satisfaction of the court, that J ae T. Gregory is a suitable and 
responsible person to appoint as receiver of the estates of Annie N. 
Conigland and Maggie W. Conigland : now, on motion of the relator of 
the plaintiff, and of the attorneys for the infants: It is ordered and 
adjudged by the court, that the said John T. Gregory be, and he is 
hereby appointed receiver of the estates of the said Annie N. Conigland 
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and Maggie W. Conigland, infants, with all the powers conferred by 
law upon such receiver; that no bond be required of him; and that he 
be permitted to expend the income of the said infants for their main- 
tenance and education during the next twelve months, and such other 
sums not exceeding one hundred dollars, for services rendered, and to 
be rendered said infants by their attorneys; and that he make annual 
returns to this court, to be passed mpes and audited in this cause by the 
judge presiding. 

Among the moneys collected by the receiver, was the sum of $2,616.16 
paid by the administrator of the deceased father of the infants, whereof 
a portion was deposited by him in a bank in Norfolk, and a certificate 
taken. in the following form: oF 7 


“THe EXCHANGE Nationar BAanxK 


| Norfolk, Va., 19 October, 1882. 
“John T. Gregory has deposited in this bank twenty-two hundred and 
eighty-five dollars and nine cents, payable to the order of J. T. Gregory, 
| receiver of Annie N. and Maggie W. Conigland, on the return 
(188) of this certificate properly endorsed. 

“The holder is entitled to interest from date, at the rate of six 
per centum per annum, if it remains three months or longer, but this 
bank reserves the right, upon giving ten days notice, to reduce the rate 
_ of interest on the 1st day of January and 1st day of July of each year. 

“Such notice to be served personally, or through the post office, directed 
to the address named on the books of this bank, 
“No. 1051. °° «| Joun W. Wuitenzan, President.” 


The bank failed in April, 1885, at which time it was indebted on the — 
certificate of deposit $2,102.29, with interest from 19 September, 1884, 
of which $1,185.16, with interest from 1 November, 1884, was for the 
benefit of the said Maggie W. Conigland. The receiver had theretofore 
paid over to the said Annie N. Conigland, who became of age ...... day of 
FSi haest vey 188...., her part of the fund, her interest therein then spelong: 
ing to hit, 

At the time of making said deposit, and up to the failure of the Kane 
the receiver believed it to be a perfectly safe and convenient investment, 
at a good rate of interest; the bank, up to its failure, was considered 
solvent, had good credit, and possessed the full confidence of the business 
community. | 3 

The receiver kept his own private account current with the bank, 
but had none of his funds deposited there or in any other bank, on 
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certificate, except, as he had paid over to said Annie N. her share of the 
deposit money, it had become his own. 

The receiver filed annual accounts of the funds up to and including 
Fall Term, 1884, which were approved by the court, and ordered 
to be put on ‘the record, but in none did he report ‘what invest- (189) 
ments he had made, or what securities he had taken therefor. _ 

It is unnecessary to go into further details, since in the general ac- 
count of the trust funds, the only controversy is in reference to the 
personal accountability of the receiver for the loss sustained by reason 
of the insolvency of the bank. 

Upon the facts embodied in the case agreed, the court was of opinion 
that the loss should fall upon the fund, and rendered judgment against 
the receiver for the residue in his hands with interest, instead of thee 

larger sum of $2,203.78 which he owes, if ie a with the sum so 
lost. | 
From this judgment the relator of the plaintiff appealed. 


R. O. Burton for plaintiff. 
W. H. Day (J. M. Mullen and Daneel also filed a brief), for defendant. 


Suiru, C. J., after stating the facts: It is manifest that there being 
no guardian, the receiver was appointed to act substantially as such, in 
taking care of and disbursing the fund. He is allowed to expend the 
income in the maintenance and education of the infants during the 
succeeding twelve months, and required to make annual returns, “to be 
passed upon and audited” by the judge presiding. While a receiver gen- 
erally, as a.trustee, is responsible only for the consequences of his own 
neglect, and is protected when he acts in entire good faith in the manage- 
ment of the estate committed’ to him, yet the measure of duty and re- 
sponsibility is to be found in the capacity in which he acts. In this 
case he is a quasi guardian, required to keep the money safely invested 
and bearing interest, which he may expend as income, for the infants; 
so that we may find in the similarity of functions, some aid in determin- 
ing the liability of his office, in ascertaining that of guardians. 

Now, we think a guardian would be deemed derelict who should (190) 
thus invest the estate of his wards, by deposit in another State 
and without security. However solvent may be the person or persons 
to whom, as principals, money is loaned, it is his duty to require further 
security. Boyett v. Hurst, 1 Jones Eq., 166. 

While this is a positive obligation imposed by statute, it is a recogni- 
tion of a safe rule for the preservation of the property, whose whole 
management is entrusted to the control and discretion of the trustee. 
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Moreover, it was an improvident disposition to place the fund not: only 
in a bank in another State, but also far from his- personal oversight and 
observation, which were due in order: to its preservation. 
Furthermore, it 1s made the duty of the guardian to render his annual 
account and report the manner and nature of such investment as he 
may have made of the trust estate, The Code, sec. 1617, Moore v. Askew, — 
85 N. C., 199, to the end that the sanction or direction of the court 
may be hal for every act which could affect the ward or his estate. 
Is not this duty implied, and-as much needed, when the receiver as a 
quasi guardian, is managing the trust fund? Had he reported the 
deposit dnd been sustained by the judge, he would have had ample 
protection. It was at his own risk that he neglected to secure this 
«sanction. .We do not impute to the receiver any intentional dereliction 
in the premises, for the unusual order dispensing with bond and securi- 
ties shows the confidence both of the court and counsel in his personal — 
integrity and fitness for the place, and we have no doubt that it was 
well merited, but we are indicating and enforcing a statutory rule of 
fiduciary obligation, necessary for the security of fiduciary interests. 
We are aware of cases, indeed. they are numerous, where a receiver is 
held justified’ in using banks as depositaries and disbursing agents, as 
_. affording facilities in the settlement of estates and’ in transmitting 
(191) money by bill to distant residents entitled, as.in Knight v. Lord 
_ - Plymouth, 3 Alk., 480; Rowth v. Howell, 3 Ves., 565.: To like 
effect is the ruling in R. R. v. Coiled: 69 N. C., 59. 
These, however, are acts done in discharge of a inte, to: which such 
| agencies furnish great facilities, and are strictly proper. But the present 
case is different. The receiver insists and takes a security in the form 
of an assignable certificate, designating, it is true, the character of the 
fund, as in other cases af making a loan. He igavee the fund. for a: 
considerable period, without asking the advice, or making known what 
he has done, to the judge, whose officer he is, and under whose authority 
he acts. Under the circumstances, we think there has not been that 
circumspection and vigilance due from the trustee, and that he ought to 
make good the loss. 
Judgment reversed, and judgment for the whole amount. ‘The residue 
of the judgment will not he disturbed. - 
Error. | F | _ ‘Reversed. 


Cited: aegee v. Eure, 101 N. C., 15; Cobb v. Fountain, 187 N. CG, 
eue: 
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JAMES L. CARROLL anv WIre vy. JOHN BARDEN. 
' Appeal. 


Where neither the record nor the case on appeal shows any exception or 
assignment of error, the judgment will be affirmed. 


(Phipps v. Pierce, 94 N. C., 514; Lytle v. Lytle, ibid., 522; Pleasants v. LB. R., 
95 N. C., 195; cited and approved.) 


CIVIL ACTION, heed on appeal from a asties of the peace, by 
Clark, J., at Fall Term, 1886, of Sampson Superior Court. 
There was a hademeat for ‘the defendant and the plaintiffs appealed. 


No counsel for plarntcffs. | (192) 
H. E. Faison, A. W. H aywood and Kerr for defendant. 


- Merrrmon, J. We have carefully examined the record of this appeal, 
and fail to find either in it, or the case settled upon appeal, any excep- 
tion or assignment of error. There is nothing appearing, that in terms 
or by the remotest implication indicates the slightest dissatisfaction 
with the judgment appealed from, except simply that the appeal was 
taken to this Court. It-is settled by a multitude of decisions, that in 
such case the judgment must be affirmed. 

The presumption is that the judgment is not erroneous. The party 
- who alleges the contrary must show it, not by oral suggestion on the 
‘argument, but he must assign it in the record in such reasonable way as 
that this Court can see it. This is essential. The statute prescribes 
how this shall be done. Phipps v. Prerce, 94 N. C., 514; Lytle v. Lytle, 
ibid., 522; Pleasants v. R. R., 95 N. C., 195. See, also, Clark’s Code, 
p- ..... Where many earlier cases are_collected. Judgment affirmed. 

No error. Affirmed. 


R. J. M. BARBER v. R. M. ROSEBORO. 
Judge's Charge—Exception to. 


1. Where the assignment of error to the judge’s charge to the jury, was 
“that the appellant excepted to the whole charge and especially to the 
instruction on the third issue’: Jt was held, that such assignment of 
error was improper. 


2. Where there is no evidence to prove the affirmative of an issue, it is not 
error for the judge to so charge the jury. 3 
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(193) ie action, tried before MacRae, J., at February Term, 
1886, of RowAn Superior Court. _ 
There was a judgment for the defendant, and the plaintiff appealed, | 


No counsel for platntige | . 
Theo F, Klutz for defendant. 


Merrion, J. The case settled upon appeal states, that “the plaintiff 
excepted generally to the wale aes and especially to the instruction 
given upon the third issue.’ 

Error cannot thus be assigned as to the glial charge—it must be 
specified with reasonable certainty, and designate the particular part — 
- or parts of the charge to which there is objection. 

We think the instruction given the jury as to the third issue was cor- 
rect. The inquiry was: “Did the defendant wrongfully discharge the 
plaintiff?’ So far as appears, all the evidence bearing upon it tended 
to prove that the defendant did not discharge the plaintiff; but another 
person—a subcontractor—did, the defendant objecting. The court 
might, therefore, properly tell the jury, that “on this testimony, you 
will be obliged to hold that defendant did not wrongfully discharge him.” 
If there was no evidence tending to prove the affirmative of the issue, the 
court might so instruct the jury, and tell them that they ought to render 
a verdict in the negative. 

The judgment must therefore be affirmed. 

_ No error. | Affirmed. 


Cited: McKinnon v. Morrison, 104 N. C., 362; Woodbury v. Hvans, 
122 N. C., 781. 


(194) | 
RICHMOND PEARSON, Executor, ET AL. v. SAM’L CARR. 


Reference--Final Judgment—Damages. 


1. No order of reference can be made to ascertain any facts taking place 
after the final judgment. 


2. After final judgment in the Supreme Court, the Superior Court has no 
power to order a further reference, or to take any action in the cause. 


3. So, where after finding judgment in the Supreme Court, it was suggested 
that since the date to which the referee’s report settled the rights and 
liabilities of the parties, the plaintiff had remained in possession of the 

land and become liable for additional rents: It was held, that the right 
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could not be enforced in this action, but the defendant must bring a new 
action to ascertain the amount of such additional liability. 


4. Under the former practice, in an action of ejectment or trespass, damages 
were awarded only up to the time of bringing the action, but under the 
present system, they are recoverable up to the time of the trial. 


(Whissenhunt v. Jones, 78 N. ©., 361; Burnett v. Nicholson, 86 N. C., 99; 
Grant v. Hdwards, 88 N. C., 246; cited and approved. Bledsoe v, Nivon, 
69 N. C., 81; distinguished. ) 


Morton, by the defendant in the cause, to reopen an account, heard 
before Shipp, J., at June Term, 1886, of Buncomse Superior Court. 

This case was before the Court at February Term, 1886, and is 
reported in 94 N. C., 567-574. The motion was refused, and me de- 
fendant appealed. 

The facts appear in the opinion. 


No counsel for plaintiffs. 
CU. A. Moore for defendant. 


Smitu, C. J. In deciding the double appeal in this case, at the 
February Term, 1886, we used these words in concluding the 
opinion: “The iavostigauions of the referee have been careful, (195) 
painstaking and thorough, and the results conveyed in his report. — 
Under the correcting hand of the revising Court, his errors have been 
rectified; and, in our opinion, substantial iustice is meted out in the 
final judgment of the Court; and of this the plaintiffs have no just 
grounds for complaint.” 

Thus every matter in controversy in the suit was adjusted, and the 
cause absolutely determined. When the action of this Court was certi- 
fied to the Superior Court, the defendant’s counsel, suggesting that since 
the period down to which the referee brought the conflicting claims of 
the parties, the plaintiff continuing his occupancy of the land, has 
become liable for further rents and profits, as well as damages for waste 
committed, moved the court to. reopen the reference, in order that an 
account of these may be taken, and the plaintiff charged with these also; 
that 1s, he proposes in effect to reopen the controversy, settled by a con- 
clusive and final adjudication, and introduce matter of subsequent occur- 
rence, not involved in the decision, for inquiry. 

The court very properly refused to entertain the motion, for that. 
the final judgment was not in that, but in the appellate court. From 
this the defendant undertakes to appeal, and thus bring up the record 
again. | 

Upon the hearing of the appeal, it was intimated to defendant’s 
counsel that an interference with the cause, if permissible at all, must 
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be in this Court; and thereupon a nena was filed here, asking the 
game relief as ‘was refused in the court below. | 

We have no hesitancy in denying the application, as irregular and 
warranted by no practice or precedent known to us. If it were allow- 
able upon such grounds, causes would not be settled, though everything 
in dispute had been adjudicated, and judgments final would become little 
more than orders in the cause, and in violation of the maxim, “interest 

republice, ut sit finis litium.”. There must be some time in the 
(196) progress of an action to which all opposing claims must be com- 

puted, and when that point is reached and these all determined; 
it of necessity comes to an end. 
. In Bledsoe v. Nixon, 69 N. C., 81, a similar effort was made in the 
Superior Court to obtain a new trial ‘of one of the issues disposed of in 
the reference, and upon appeal the proceeding was. dismissed, because 
the cause was in the Supreme Court. 

But the application was entertained as made in the Supreme Court, 
and the relief, after some hesitancy, granted, and there would otherwise 
be no remedy for the wrong. This was done upon newly discovered 
evidence. While this case, as a precedent, sustains the ruling of the 
court below in declining to take cognizance of the subject-matter of the 
complaint, it gives no support to the present demand, in whichever court 
- preferred. 3 

Here there is no alleged wrong in any of the rulings entering into the 
judgment, which can only be corrected by its reformation, and this upon 
a petition to rehear, or for evidence lately discovered, material-in its 
bearing, and where there has been no negligence in bringing it forward 
at the proper time. 

The claims of the defendant, if well founded, are not soiaied in 
what has been done, but may be asserted, and must he sought in a new 
action. 

Under the former practice, when the possession of land was the object 
of the action, or where acts of trespass were to be redressed, compensa-~ 
tion was awarded only for such as were committed before the bringing 
of the suit. Now, damages are recoverable up to the time of trial. 
Whassenhunt v. Jones, 78 N. C., 361; Burnett v. N icholson, 86 N. C., 3 
99; Grant v. Hdwards, 88 N. C., 246. , 

But j in no case in the one action are they to be rene | after final | 

judgment. Such trespasses are continuous and separate, and 
(197) no court can look into the future and determine how long they 
may be repeated, or when they will cease. 

This apne: must be dismissed, and the application § in this Court 
denied. 

- Dismissed. 
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Cited: White v. Butcher, ante, 10; Brendle v. Herren, post, 259; 
Arrington v. Arrington, 114 N. C., 120; Credle v. Ayers, 126 N. C., 16; 
McCall v. Webb, ibid., 762; S. c., 138 N. C., 366; pi Owen, 147 
N. C., 337. 


D. G. McMILLAN esr AL, v. MARCUS A. BAKER. 


Prac ita ctas Judicata—tlI ssues. 


1. Where the Supreme Court has passed upon the effect of record and docu- 
Mentary evidence in one appeal and remanded the case for a new trial, 
it is not error for the trial judge to refuse to submit an issue to be found 
only on such evidence, when it was declared by this Court to be in- 
sufficient for that purpose. 

2. The ruling of the Supreme Court in such case, is not res judicata. 

3. A written statement of the defendant relating to the subject-matter of 

the action is clearly competent evidence against him. 


4. Where there is a verdict in favor of the appellee, the Supreme Court can 
only award a new trial for error committed on the trial before the jury, 
and cannot reform the verdict or give final judgment for the appellant. 


Pon ACTION, tried before Boykin, J., and a jury, at May Term, 1886, 
of CuMBERLAND Superior Court. 

The case has been twice before this Court, and is reported in 85 N. C.,; 
291; and 92 N. C., 110. 

There Was a sudement for the plaintiffs, and the defendant appealed. 


N. W. Ray for plaantiffs. | | ; 
.H. BR. Stamps for defendant. : (198) 


Smirx, C. J. When this case was before us on a former appeal, 85. 

ON. C., 291, the force and effect of the documentary proofs offered in 
Se ie in determining the nature and extent of the trust estate vested 
in Elizabeth Ann McMillan; the mother of the plaintiffs, and the de- 
fendant’s title under the al by execution against her, were passed on 
and decided. 

It was declared, that the deceased trustee, Ronald MeMillan, any 
the deed from Williams, made pursuant. to the decree of ae court, 
held the land in trust for the sole and separate use of the said Elizabeth 
Ann for life, and in remainder for their children. 
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It was further declared, that if any estate in the land passed to the 
defendant under the sheriff's sale and deed (which was by no means 
admitted), it expired at her death, and that of the plaintitts vested 1 In 
possession. | 
But the case was not presented i in a form permitting a final adjudica- 

tion in this Court, since the verdict under the adverse ruling of the 
court wasn favor of the defendant, and could only be set aside to be 
passed on afterwards under proper instructions, unless the parties con- 
sented to act upon the opinion without another jury. This has not been 
done, and upon the trial issues were submitted and passed on as follows: 

J. Are the plaintitts owners of and entitled to the possession of the 
lands described in the complaint? Answer: Yes. — 

9. What damages have plaintiffs sustained by the defendant’s posses- 
sion of the lands described in the complaint since the death of Mrs. 
McMillan on 5 April, 1878, up to the present time? Answer: $1,000. 

3. Did Ronald McMillan pay for the land in controversy when he 
bought from D. S. Williams with the trust fund received by him from 

Lewis, trustee? Answer: Yes. 
(199) J udgment having been rendered for the plaintiffs, the defend- 
| ~ ant appealed. 

Ex. 1. The court declined to submit an issue proposed by the defend- 
ant as to alleged mistake in the declaration of trusts in the deed from 
Ronald McMillan to David Lewis, trustee, made 21 May, 1849, in favor 
of the children of Elizabeth Ann by her husband .Ronald. The refusal 
was based on the fact that the record and documentary evidence, now 
proposed to be introduced, was the same and none other, as that used 
in the former trial, upon which this Court had already ruled adversely 
to the defendant. The proofs being the same and their effect having been 
already passed on, though not presenting a case of res judicata with 
its consequences, the course of the court was entirely correct, and ex- 
hibits a proper respect for the opinion of this Court. The refusal stands 
upon the same footing as if an issue had been submitted and a response 
.rendered under the direction of the court; or rather an issue, which, 
however answered, would be immaterial and without effect. 

_ Ex.2. The jury were instructed to find the first issue in the affirmative. 

There was no error in this, for it was but declaring the law as laid 
down in the first appeal, as the proofs were the same as were then before 
the appellate Court. | 

Ex. 3. The record shows an objection to the exhibition in evidence 
upon the question of damages, of a statement of account between the de- 
fendant and the plaintiff Daniel G., bearing the signature of the former, 
and ofiered to corroborate the testimony of the latter as to rents and 
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receipts from cotton grown upon the land. We infer from the statement 
of the judge, that this exception was not intended to be presented in 
the transcript, but it is there and must be disposed of. 

We are unable to see any ground in support of the exception. It is the 
written statement of the defendant, and as clearly pertinent to 


the Inquiry, so it is certainly competent. (200) 
There 1s no error, and the Judgment must be affirmed. 
No error. | | Affirmed. 


S. L. LOVE ert AL., EXECUTORS, ET AL. v. R. V. WELCH. 
Specific Performance—Statute of Frauds—Pleading. 


1. If one agrees in writing to convey land in consideration of the verbal | 
promise of the vendee to pay the price, the contract is binding on the 
vendor, although the vendee may avoid the obligation on his part, if he 
chooses to plead the statute of frauds. 


2. In such case, the fact that the vendor is bound while the vendee is not, 
‘will be considered in passing on a demand for specific performance by 
the vendee, and if the vendee has allowed much time to elapse, specific 
performance will not be decreed. et 


8. So, where a vendee who was not bound in writing to pay the purchase 
money, allowed thirty years to pass before he asked for specific per- 
formance, during all of which time he had not tendered payment, and 
did not offer any excuse for his long delay, specific performance was 
refused. | ; 

4. The. specific performance of the vendor’s agreement to convey land is 
not a strict right to be enforced at the will of the vendee, but it rests in 
the sound discretion of the judge, such discretion to be governed by the 

_ rules laid down by the courts of equity in this respect. 

5. Where the counterclaim asking for specific performance, alleged that. the 
purchase money was paid in full, but the jury found that this had not 
been done; It was held, that the defendant was not entitled to specific 
performance in this state of the pleadings. 

(Mizell v. Burnett, 4 Jones, 249; Green v. R. R., 77 N. C., 95: Csiiedng s v. 
Shepard, 2. Jones Eq., 224; Llyod v. Wheatley, ibid, 267; H erren v. Rich, 
95 N. C., 500; cited and approved. ) 


CIvin action, tried Rafer Avery, J., and a Jury, at Fall Ree 1886, 
of Haywoop Superior Court. 

This action, begun on 12 Webriaky: 1885, by two of the four (201) 
executors of James R. Love, of the others, one having died, and 
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the other became insane since their qualification, to whom were after- 
wards added the other plaintiffs (the heirs at law and devisees of: the 
testator, and the husbands of such as were married), is to have declared 
null certain deeds for land, bearing the signature and seal of the testator, 
alleged to have been delivered to the defendant without. authority from 
the testator, and registered in the county. 

The answer controverts these allegations; declares that full payment 
of the purchase money for both tracts has been made, and possession 
taken and maintained by the defendant for a long series of years; and 
as a claim for affirmative relief, demands that title be made to him for 
the 1757 acre tract described in the first article of the complaint, for 
which no deed had been given by the testator. Issues were submitted, 
and responded to as follows: 

I. Were the deeds mentioned in the complaint delivered by James R. 
Love to his agent, P. W. Edwards, without the knowledge of the defend- 
ant Welch, and with instructions to retain said deeds in his possession 
until the defendant Welch should surrender to said Edwards certain 
bonds or evidences of title to Jand? Answer: No. 

II. Were the said deeds delivered by James R. Love to said Edwards, 
with instructions to deliver them to defendant Welch, and did said 
Edwards deliver said deeds in accordance with said instructions from 
James R. Love? Answer: Yes. 

III. Did the said Edwards deliver said deeds to Samuel L. Love, one 
_ of the executors of James R. Love, and did Samuel L. Love deliver said 

deeds to the defendant R. V. Welch, before the conditions prescribed by 
James R. Love as precedent to their delivery were performed by said 

Welch? Answer: No. 
(202) IV. Were the said deeds delivered to the defendant Welch after 
the death of James R. Love? Answer: Yes. 

V. Did James R. Love contract and agree with defendant R. V. Welch 
before the date of said deeds, to convey to him the land covered by the 
deeds, and did defendant pay the price agreed to James R. Love for said 
land? Answer: No. 

VI. Did James R. Love contract and agree with defendant Welch to 
convey the 1,757 acre tract mentioned in defendant’s answer, and covered 
by the paper signed by J. R. Love, upon the payment of a price agreed, 
as alleged, on 28 November, 1854¢ Answer: Yes. 

VII. Has. the deferidant paid the purchase money so agreed upon as 
the price of said last named tract? Answer: No. 

VIII. Was the instruction given to, or the understanding had between 
J. BR. Love and Edwards, when said deeds were delivered to Edwards, 
in reference ‘to ‘said deeds, such, that under the terms of such instruc- 
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tions or agreement, said Love had the power to take said deeds out of 
the hands of Edwards at any time before delivery to defendant? Answer : 
No. 

Upon the verdict, the following judgment was rendered: 

“This cause coming on to be heard upon the issues and the responses 
thereto by the jury, upon motion of counsel, it is ordered and adjudged 
by the court, that the defendant is the owner of the twenty-seven hundred 
acre tract of land mentioned in the pleadings, and that plaintiffs are in 
law and equity the owners of the seventeen hundred and fifty-seven 
acre tract of land described iw-.the survey appended to the defendant’s 
answer, and mentioned in thé~pleadings, and that defendant is not 
entitled to conveyance for said land. And it is further ordered, that the 
defendant recover the costs of this action, to be taxed by the | 
clerk of Haywood County.” _ (203) 

The only evidence of the contract for the sale of the 1750, more 
accurately 1,757 acre tract, is contained in the following writing: 


“P, W. Epwarps, 


Srr—You will run for R. V. Welch all the lend fain his lower ie 
between him and the Plott line, and keeping a straight course to the top 
of the ridge which divides the two Richlands. I mean our fork and 
the Allen fork, keeping that main ridge to where the grassy ridge leaves 
the same, keeping down the grassy ridge to a stake on the original 
Allison line, then with that line to the “Ashe corner,” at the head of 
a prong of Scotts Creek, near the wagon road, as I have sold him all 
my interest in the same at the rates of fifteen cents per acre. . 

28 November, 1854.” (Signed) J. R. Loves. 


The land was accordingly surveyed as directed in this note, but no 
deed conveying it was ever executed, nor was there any evidence of the 
defendant’s being in possession of any part of the tract, while it was 
conceded he did have possession of a portion of the 2,700 acre tract, 
described in the second article of the complaint, as a tenant in common 
with the testator, and had acquired such possession before the date of 
the deed therefor to him. 

It was in evidence, that the smaller tract had greatly advanced in 
value since November, 1854, the date of the letter to the surveyor, and 
was now worth from one to ‘three dollars per acre. The answer averred 
full payment for both tracts, while the verdict establishes the’ contrary 
as to the smaller, if not as to both. 

From so much of the judgment as refuses specific performance (204) 
of the alleged contract to convey the 1,757 acre tract, on pay- 
ment of the purchase money specified therein, the defendant appeals. 


169 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [or 
Love v. WELCH. 


OR, D. Gilmer for plaintiffs. | 
R..T. Gray, W. B. Furguson and John Devereux, Jr., for defendant. 


_ §mirx, C. J., after stating the facts: It is to be observed, that the 
defendant has never entered into a written contract to bind himself to 
pay for the land, and this is as necessary to impose an obligation on 
the vendee as it is upon the vendor. It is only required by the statute 
that the written instrument be signed by the party to be charged, or some 
one authorized on his behalf, and hence one may be bound and the other 
not by the contract. It is so ruled in Mizell v. Burnett, 4 Jones, 249, 
in which Pearson, J., delivering the opinion, says: “If one agrees in 
writing to convey land, in consideration of a verbal promise of the 
other party to pay the price, the contract ‘is binding on the vendor, 
although the vendee may avoid the obligation on his part, if he chooses 
to protect himself under the provisions of the statute.” To same effect 
in Green v. R. B., 77 N. C., 95. 

The difference in the relations of the parties to the contract, its obli- 
gation resting on one, and incapable of being enforced against the other, 
if he chooses to resist, must be considered in passing upon a demand for 
specific performance, and particularly the reasonableness of the delay in 
making it. “If the one is bound and the other foot-loose,” (we quote 
from the same opinion), “the time must be short, for it would be un- 
reasonable to keep the parties in so unequal a condition for a long time.” 

| Here the evidence of the contract is contained in a. written 
(205) direction to the surveyor, given more than thirty years before the 
present suit was commenced, without any action on the part of 
the defendant, who alone could enforce it; without excuse for or 
explanation of the delay, and without paying any part of the incon- 
siderable sum due-as purchase money. The vendor, and those who suc- 
ceeded him, could not compel its payment, because no legal obligation 
rested upon the defendant, and if he had been bound by a written but 
unsealed instrument, the statute of limitation would have interposed a 
barrier to the recovery. 

The defendant’s long slumber upon his now asserted right, if not, 
unexplained, an abandonment, is strong evidence of an intent to abandon 
it. | , 
Again, during this long period of inactivity, the value of the property 
has advanced from fifteen cents to from one to three dollars per acre; 
and it is only when awakened by the plaintiff’s action upon an asserted 
equity to have all the lands restored, and the supposed deeds annulled, 
that, without having paid any of the purchase money, he asks the court 
to make the plaintiff convey the title to the smaller tract to him, on 
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payment of the purchase money. Is this claim to be upheld, and has it 
any support in the equity which the court administers? The answer 
is found in an extract taken from 2 Story’s Equity Jurisprudence, sec. 
771: “In general, it may be stated, that to entitle a party to a specific 
performance, he must show that he has been in no default in not having 
performed the agreement, and that he has taken all proper steps towards 
the performance on his part. If he has been guilty of gross laches, or 
if he applies for relief after a long lapse of time, unexplained by equi . 
table circumstances, his bill will be dismissed.” 

The exercise of this form of remedial power, while in one sense dis- 
eretionary, yet the discretion is not arbitrary, but is “controlled and 
governed by the principles and rules of equity to be found in the | 
adjudicated cases” (Pom. Cont. sec. 36), and hence we have (206) 
considered the case in the light of them. 2 Story’s Eq. Jur., sec. 

742; Cannaday v. Shepard, 2 Jones Eq., 224; Lloyd v. Wheatley, ibid., 
267: Herren v. Rich, 95 N. C., 500. 

. Again, his case is not properly presented before the court in the an- 
swer, which, upon ansallegation of payment, demands an unconditional 
conveyance of the title, while the fact is found by the jury that none of 
the consideration has been paid. 

The only exception taken by the appellant is to the refusal of the 
court to render judgment for a specific performance of the contract upon 
payment of the purchase money for the 1,757 acre tract, and in this 
ruling we concur. 

There is no error. Judgment affirmed. 

No error. Affirmed. 


Cited: Ramsey v. Gheen, 99 N. C., 218; Burnap v. Sedberry, 108 
N. C., 309; Holden v. Purefoy, ibid., 170; Beattie v. R. R., rbid., 439; 
Improvement Co. v. Guthrie, 116 N. ©., 384; Hall v. Misenheimer, 
137 N. C., 187; Rudisill v. Whitener, 146 N. C., 411; Brown v. Hobbs, 
154 N. C., 550. e 


D. J. MUNROE er at. v. W. 8S. HALL et at, 


Deed. 


A. A proviso in a deed in absolute restraint of all alienation is void, but such 
condition if limited and reasonable in its application and as to the time 
when it must operate, will be upheld. 
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2. Where the condition in a deed upon which the estate is to be divested and _ 
go to a third party is founded on a contingency which never can happen, 
- the grantee will take a fee ‘simple. 


8. Land was conveyed to two sisters and their heirs by deed, but the deed 
- provided that in case either of them married, that the land should belong 
to their brother, and also provided that the grantees should not sell or 
dispose of the land in any way whatever. The feme grantees sold. the 
land, and both died unmarried; Jt was held, that their grantee got a 
good title. 


(207) Crvin action, tried before Boykin, J., at May Term, 1886, of 
. CumMBERLAND Superior Court. 
It appears that Neill Munroe was the owner in fee of the land men- 
tioned. and described in a deed executed by him at the time therein 
mentioned, whereof the following is a copy: 


“To all people to whom. these presents shall come, I, Neill Munroe, do 
send greeting: 

“Know ye, that I, the said Neill Munroe, of the county of Cumber- 
land, and State of North Carolina, for and in consideration of the love 
and good will and affection which I have and do bear towards my living 
children, Thomas Munroe, Patrick Munroe, Annabella Munroe and 
Mary Munroe, of the county and State aforesaid, have given and 
granted, and by these presents do freely give and grant unto the said 
Thomas, Patrick, Annabella and Mary, their heirs, executors or ad- 
- ministrators, all my lands and negroes in the county aforesaid, and in 
Moore County. Unto Thomas I give fifty acres of land, lying and being 
in the county of Moore, on the waters of Cameron’s Big Branch; unto 
Patrick I give all that part of. the plantation whereupon I now live, 
lying on the south side of the road, and negro boy named Whitington; 
and unto Annabella and Mary, I give all that part of said plantation 
lying on the north side of the road, as long as either of them is single, 
but if theys should get married, then the whole of the plantation: be 
Patrick’s, and if he should die without lawful issue, then the land to 
belong to Thomas. I likewise give unto Annabella a negro boy named 
‘Isaac, and unto Mary I give a negro girl named Henny, provided that 
if the said Henny shall live to have children, the said Mary will give 
the first child unto Effy Jane, Thomas Munroe’s daughter; provided 
always, that neither Patrick, ‘Annabella nor Mary shall sell or dispose 
of any part of the above named land and negroes in any manner what- 

soever. To have and to hold all the said land and negroes to them, 
(208). ‘the, ‘said. ‘Thomas, Patrick, Annabella and Mary, their heirs, 
executors | or administrators, without any manner of condition. 
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“In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal, this Bist 
aay of August, ¢ one thousand eight hundred and twenty-nine. 
a NEILL Munroe (Seal). 


| “Signed, sealed ‘ana delivered in the presence of 
a PatRIOK Munroe.” 


_ And at September Term, 1829, said deed was proved and registered. 

Afterwards, about the year 1855, Patrick Munroe, named therein, 
died, and never having been married, left no lineal heir. 
| Annabella Munroe, named therein. died about the year 1863, never 
having been married, and never having had issue. 

Mary Munroe, named therein, survived her last named brother and 

sister, and never having married, died on 14 May, 1883. 
On 27 January, 1860, the said Mary and Annabella sold and conveyed 
by deed in fee, the land mentioned in the deed above set forth, to W. S. 
Hall, who thereafter died, leaving surviving him the defendant W. S. 
Hall and the feme defendant Julia MeLauchlin, his only heirs at law, 
upon whom the lands of their ancestor deseonded,. and they are in 
possession of the land in question, and claim to be the lawful owners 
thereof as such heirs. | | 

Thomas Munroe, iamed in the deed ahever set out, died fitenaes many 
years ago, and the plaintiffs are his children and heirs at law. They 
contend that the deed abeve mentioned, operated to convey to Mary 
Munroe and Annabella Munroe, therein named, only a life estate in the 
land described in it, situate on the north side of the road designated, and | 
therefore the title is in them. a 

These facts were agreed upon and submitted to the court for (209) 
its judgment. The court thereupon entered judgment, whereof 
the following is a copy: : 

“Upon the foregoing case agreed, it is adjudged by the court that the 
deed therein set out, conveyed to Annabella Munroe and Mary Munroe 
in fee simple the lands therein described, and the defendants are owners 
thereof in fee simple and legally in possession of the same. It is there- 
fore adjudged, that the defendants go without day, and recover of the 
plaintiffs and their security the costs of thie action, to be taxed by 
the clerk.” 

The plaintiffs having assigned error, appealed to this Gout 


N. W. Ray for plaintiffs. 
No counsel for defendants. 
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Mrrrimon, J., after stating the facts: The sole question presented 
by the record in this case for our decision is, did the deed in question 
operate to convey the fee-simple estate in the land therein described as 
situate and bemg on the north side of the road mentioned ‘to Annabella 
Munroe and Mary Munroe? 

We cannot hesitate to answer this wacsion in the affirmative. The 
deed by appropriate terms for that purpose, conveys the fee to them, 
and there is nothing in it that at all indicates a contrary intention on 
the part of the donor, except the words limiting the estate to these 
sisters “as long as either of them is single,” and the proviso in a 
subsequent part of it, that they should never “sell or dispose of any 
part of the above named land . . . in any manner whatever.” 

‘The effect of the words “as long as either of them is single,” need not 
be considered, because both the sisters died many years ago, and were 
never married, ' In any possible view of these words, they could only 

indicate a purpose to give the land to Patrick in a contingency 

( 210) that never happened and never can happen. There is no intima~ 
| tion of any purpose to abridge the estate given them, unless in the 
contingency of marriage. 
_ As to the proviso recited above, it is repugnant. to the fee-simple 
estate previously conveyed, and is in absolute restraint of all alienation, 
and is therefore simply void. An important incident of the fee-simple 
estate, is the right of alienation, and hence, any ‘condition in a deed 
conveying lands or a devise that ‘seeks to prevent alienation altogether, 
is void, being repugnant to the estate conveyed. The rule, however, is 
not so ‘eorprehansive in its operation as to prevent all conditions and 
- restraints upon the power of alienation. Such as are limited and reason- 
able in their application, and as to the time they must operate, are — 
valid and will be upheld. 1 Wash. on R. P., 67-69; 4 Kent Com., 135; 
Pearson’s Law Lec., 135. | 

There is no error aid the judgment must be sffirniell, : 

No error. “s Affirmed. 


Cited: Lattimer v. Waddell, 119 N. C., 378; Christmas v. Winston, 


152 N. C., 49; Schwren v. Falls, 170 N. C., "961: Brooks v, Griffin, 
W7N. C., er Sioken w Dixon, 182 N, C., 395. 
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W. W. ROLLINS er au. v. M. H. LOVE, ADMINISTRATOR. 
_ Appeal—Undertaking. on Appeal—Judgment. 


i. An appeal which is docketed in the Supreme Court at any time during 
the term next after it was taken, is in time, and will not be dismissed, 
except as provided by Rule 2, par. 8.. 

2. If the appeal is not docketed before the call of the district in which it 
belongs, the appellee may move to docket and dismiss under Rule 2, par. 8. . 


3. An appeal will not be dismissed because of defects in the undertaking on 
appeal, unless the provisions of chapter 121, Laws of 1887, are observed. 

4, As this statutory regulation only affects the procedure, the Legislature 
had power to make its terms applicable to appeals pending at the time 
of its passage. . 

5. Where a judgment is eideees against two defendants, one only of whom 
appeals, the appeal does not macete the judgment as to the defendant 
who does not appeal. . ; 

6. Where a judgment has been rendered against a. surety to a bond, who 
died after the judgment was entered, his administrator cannot set up 
as a defense to a notice to show cause why judgment should not be 
entered against him as administrator, and execution issue, that his in- 
testate was insane when he signed the bond. Such matter must be brought 
forward by a direct proceeding to attack the judgment. | 


(Barbee v. Green, 91 N. C., 158; Cross v. Williams, 91 N. C., 496; Williams 
v. Hartman, 92 N. C., 2386; Fowler v. Poor, 93 N. C., ‘466: cited and 
approved.) | 


Morton in a cause pending in Buncomse Superior Court, (211) 
heard by Avery, J., at August Term, 1886, of said court. 

After the appeal was docketed in this Court, a motion to dismiss was 
made: First, because the appeal was taken from a judgment rendered at 
August Term, 1886, of the Superior Court, and the appeal was not 
docketed in the Supreme Court until 22 December, 1886; and, second, be- 
- cause the undertaking < on appeat was not in the terms ‘required by the 
statute. 

The October Term, 1886, of the Supreme Court, had not expired on 
22 December, when the appeal was docketed. | 

The facts on the merits were as follows: 

It appears that the action of W. W. Rollins et al. v. R. M. H enry, 
brought to recover land, was pending in the Superior Court of the county 
of Buncombe, and the ‘defendant therein, in order to entitle himself to 
make defense, executed his undertaking in that behalf, as required 
by the statute (The Code, sec. 237), in the sum ‘of $3,000, with 
R. G. A. Love as his surety thereto. 
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(212) Afterwards, at Spring Term, 1880, the plaintiff in that action 
and the appellee here, obtained judgment against the defendant 

therein and his said surety, for $2,400, from which judgment the de- 

fendant appealed to this Court. (Rollins v. Henry, 84 N. C., 569.) 

At January Term, 1881, of this Court, the judgment so appealed 
from was affirmed, and judgment was entered in pursuance of that 
affirmance, in the Superior Court at the August Term thereof, 1881. 

‘The said surety, R. G. A. Love, died pending the appeal mentioned, | 
in May, 1880, and the present appellant was apneinien: administrator 
of his estate in June of the same year. . 

On 11 October, 1884, the appellant was served with notice to appear 
in court, “to show. cause why judgment should not be entered against: 
him, and execution issue thereon,” as to the judgment above mentioned. 
Thereupon, the appellant appeared and opposed the motion of the ap- 
pellee for judgment and execution, and in answer thereto alleged: 

I...That at the time R. G. A. Love executed and signed the defense - 
bond i in said action, he did not have sufficient mental capacity to know 
the nature and obligation of said bond, or to make a contract, or to 
execute said bond. 

II. That at the time of entering said judgment, R. G. A. Lave was 
esc and the defendant, M. H. Love, was riot made a party to said 
suit, and was not a party to said judgment, and had had no day in 
court. . 

V. That gieautte motion is barred by the statute of limitation, 
which defendant especially pleads i in bar of plaintiffs’ recovery. 
Wherefore the said M. ‘aH. Love demands that said motion be dis- 
missed with costs.’ | | 

The court head the ini and gave jadwmbat of which, a 

the recitals therein, the following is a copy: 3 : 
(213) - “Now, on motion of counsel for the plaintiffs, it is ‘Waawaped 

that the answer of the defendant is insufficient, and that the 
_ defense therein set up cannot be pleaded or shown on this motion; that 
said judgment, to wit: the judgment of Spring Term, 1880, be continued 
- and revived against the said defendant, M. H. Love, as administrator 
of R. G. A. Love, deceased, and that said plaintiffs have execution for 
damages and costs aforesaid and. interest thereon, against said Love; 
administrator of R. G. A. Love, according to the force, form and effect 
of the said judgment, and for costs of this motion.” 

From this iusemcnt the administrator, M. H. Love, : appealed to this | 
Court. - oo 


- Chas. M. Busbee hoe plaintiffs. ae 
C&R. D, Gilmer and John Devereuz, Ts ‘fo dofendant. 
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_ Merrrmon, J., after stating the facts: This appeal was taken at 
August Term, 1886, of the Superior Court of the county of Buncombe, 
but was not docketed in this Court within the first eight days of the 
October Term, 1886, thereof, as it ought regularly to have been, and not 
until 22 December, 1886, during the term, but after the call of the 
docket of the district to which it belonged. The appellees moved at the 
present term to dismiss it, upon the ground that it was not docketed 
in due time. 
The motion cannot he allowed. This appeal ought to have been beougnt 
up within the first eight days of the last October Term of this Court, 
but that it was not, is not ground for dismissing it—this only worked 
a continuance. As it was not docketed as required by Rule 2, par. 7, 
within the first eight days of the term, the appellees might, after the 
perusal of the docket, have moved to docket and dismiss the appeal, 
as allowed by Rule 2, par. 8, but they did not choose to do this, and 
so lost their opportunity to do so; it was too late after the appeal 
was docketed. Barbee wv. Green, 91 WO. 158, Cross v. Williams, ey) 


— abed., 496. 


As a second ground of the motion to qeatie the pneal it was in- 
sisted that the undertaking upon appeal was insufficient. This we cannot 
consider, because the statute (Acts 1887, ch. 121), require that twenty 
days notice of a motion to dismiss an appeal upon such ground must be 
given the appellant as therein prescribed, and such notice hag not been 
given. It applies by its terms to appeals pending at the time of its’ 
passage. This statutory regulation is one that simply affects the course 
of procedure, that the Legislature might have made applicable to appeals 
before this appeal was taken, and as it is merely such a regulation, : it 
does not destroy or impair any vested right of the appellees. 

Obviously, the judgment against the intestate of the appellant, of 
which he complains in his answer to the rule upon him to show cause, 
ete., was not vacated as to him, by the appeal of his codefendant Henry, 
and it does not appear that he appealed, as it should do if he did, and 
as it does not, the presumption is he did not. So that the judgment, 
certainly so far as appears, was rendered against him in his life time, 
and remained operative _ effectual against him at the time of ie 
death. 3 

Nor can we see how in any aspect of the case, ‘the statute of limitation 
' was a bar to the motion of the appellees, if it were a proper one to be 
made, as to the judgment. 

It seems that the appellant made no question as to the propriety and 
competency of the motion of the appellees, in the absence of valid ob- 
jections to the judgment, and we are not called upon to express any 
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Opinion, nor do we, in that respect. The alleged mental incapacity of the 
intestate to execute the undertaking and thereby bind himself, upon. 
which the appellees recovered judgment, was not pertinent or material 
in opposition to their motion, because; the judgment was upon 

( 215) its face regular and valid, and its integrity could not be thus 
attacked. | 

Such incapacity was soudd upon which the appellant might have at- 
tacked the judgment directly in that action by a proper proceeding, 
as it is still pending, or by independent action, if it were ended. Wil- 
hams v. Hartman, 92 N. C., 236; Fowler v. Poor, 93 N. C., 466. 

It was insisted on the argument before us, that the court might— 
ought—to have treated the answer to the rule to show cause as a motion | 
or petition in the action, directed against the judgment. Perhaps the | 
court might have done so upon proper application, and after proper 
and necessary amendments to the answer. But the motion and matters 
pertinent to it were before the court—to these the attention of the parties 
and court were directed, and moreover, the appellant did not ask the 
court to so treat his answer. In case he had done so, upon such applica- 
tion, the allegations ought to have been made more specific, and the 
appellees should have had reasonable opportunity to answer them, and 
thus in an orderly way, have raised issues of law and fact, the appellant 
being the actor and so treated.. Thus the proceeding would have been 
substantially a different one from that before the Court. Ordinarily, it 
is the office of counsel—not that of the court—to advise and direct 
litigants as to the proper methods of demanding and seeking redress 


through the courts. It may be, that the appellant can yet attack the © 


judgment directly, in the way indicated, but as to that, no question 
is before us, and we express no opinion in that respect. 

In our judgment the assignment of error in the record is not well 
founded, and the judgment must be affirmed. 

To the end that further proceedings may be had in the neuen, let this 
opinion be certified to the Superior Court. 3 

No error. | | | : _ Affirmed. 


Cited: nates v. Brown, 105 N. C., 128; Porter v. R. R., 106 N. C., 


419; Benedict v. Jones, 181 N.C, 474: 5 Pope Lumber Co., 162 N.C., 
208. 
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(216) 
J. N. SHEARIN y, A. J. RIGGSBEE. 


| Conversion—T enants in Common of Chattels. 


1. One tenant im common of chattels cannot maintain trover against his co- 
tenant upon a mere demand and refusal to deliver to him his share of 
the common property, but the act of withholding must be tortious, having 
the effect so far as the plaintiff is concerned of an actual destruction of 
the property. 

2. Where a contract of renting was that the Jandlord should have a part. of 
the crop, and after it was gathered the landlord took it into his sole 
possession, and refused to divide when it was demanded, on the ground 
that. the crop was not then in condition for a division, but he did not 
deny the tenant’s right to a division, and while in his possession the 
crop was destroyed by fire; It was held, that this did not amount to a 
conversion, and an action in the nature of trover could not be maintained, 
the landlord and tenant being tenants in common of the crop. 

(Pitt v. Petway, 12 Ired., 69; Hill v. Robinson, 3 Jones, 501; Jones v. Morris, 
7 Ired., 370; Powell v. Hill, 64 N. C., 169; Rooks v. Moore, Busb., 1; ° 
cited and approved. ) 


Crvin action, tried before Connor, J., at February Civil Term, 1886, 
of Wake Superior Court. 

During the year 1884 the plaintiff cultivated land belonging to the de- 
fendant, under an agreement for an equal partition of the crops of 
wheat, corn and tobacco grown on the cleared portion, and for the re- 
tention of two-thirds by the plaintiff, of such as were raised upon the 
land he might clear and in the same proportion they were to pay for the 
fertilizers used. There is no controversy as to much of the contract, 
but in the answer, the defendant says, that the crop of tobacco, alone 
involved in the present suit, was to be stripped and BSEOTIEGs or culled 
and separated, before a division. 

The tobacco after maturing, was gathered by the plaintiff and placed 
in a house on the defendant’s land, occupied as a place of residence by 
his son Thomas his general manager on the farm. After five days’ 
notice of demand, the plaintiff on 3 November, went to the house 
and found that the lock with two keys, one of which he, and the (217) 
other the said Thomas kept, had been removed, and the door 
fastened with an additional lock. The defendant and his son were pres- 
ent, and were told that the plaintiff had come to have a division. 

The defendant objected to doing this until the tobacco was stripped, 
alleging such to be the contract, which the plaintiff denied. 
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_. The defendant testified to his having objected toa division at that 
time, because the tobacco was in too dry a condition, and offered to 
allow it to be done, if the plaintiff would pay for the stripping and 
packing, which was refused. The house with what was in it was burned 
about four weeks afterwards, during which interval the weather con- 
tinued too dry to permit its being handled for a division. Upon the 
issues submitted to the jury they find as follows: 

1. The defendant did wrongfully convert the tobacco of plaintitts, to 
his damage $434.38. | 

2. The plaintiff has performed his contract with the defendant. 

8. The plaintiff is not indebted to defendant for advances. © 

The defendant requested an instruction that upon the evidence there 
was shown no conversion, instead of which the court charged the jury 
as follows: 

“That if they peliaved. upon the whole. syilletios that on 3 November, 
1885, the plaintiff having given five days notice of his intention to 
divide the crop, the plaintiff had in all respects complied with, and per- 


formed all of the stipulations of his agreement with the defendant, and 


‘had satisfied all of the liens of the defendant on the crop, and that the . 
tobacco had been, up to the time of giving said notice, in the joint 
possession of the plaintiff and the defendant, and that upon the receipt 
of such notice the defendant took the tobacco into his exclusive control 
and possession, by placing another lock on the door of the house 
(218) and taking the key thereto, and that upon the demand of the 
plaintiff, the defendant refused to divide the said tobaéco or 
permit the plaintiff to go mto the barn, and that the said tobacco 
was in a condition to be divided without injury, that such facts would 
constitute in law a conversion, and that they would find the first issue. 
in the affirmative. That it was incumbent upon the plaintiff to show 
the existence of such facts by a preponderance of the evidence, and unless 
he had done so, they would find the first issue in the negative. That if 
they found the first issue in the negative, they need not consider the 
second issue, but that if they found the first issue in the affirmative, 
the measure of damages would be the value of the plaintiff’s share of 
the tobacco, it being admitted that the same had been destroyed. That 
there was no evidence to sustain the third i issue, and they need -not con- 
‘sider the fourth. That their finding upon the sixth and seventh issues 
was involved in the first issue. The third issue was an inquiry as to 
whether the burning was from defendant’s negligence.” 
There was a judgment for the plaintiff and the defendant appealed. 


TT. M. Argo for plaintiff. 
J. 8. Manning and E. C. Smith i defendant. 
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Smita, C. J., after stating the facts: The sole question to be de- 
termined is, whether upon the facts, the plaintifi’s share of the tobacco 
has been converted by the defendant to his own use, so that he has 
become answerable for the loss, whatever care he may have bestowed 
upon the property in preserving it for the common benefit of both. 

Assuming a tenancy in common to exist, and a bona fide controversy 
between them as to some of its terms preceding the division, and as to 
the fitness of the article in its then dry condition to undergo the 
handling necessary thereto, was the present retention and refusal (219) 
to divide, an appropriation of the plaintifi’s share, or such an — 
exercise of dominion or tortious withholding, as subjects him to a re- 
sponsibility for the entire loss? 

- Judge Cooley, in his work on Torts, 455, in reference to irreconcilable 
rulings as to what constitutes a conversion by one tenant in common of 
the share of another, says: “The rule in England is, that neither a claim 
to exclusive ownership by one, nor the exclusion of the other from 
possession, nor even a sale of the whole, can be treated in law, as the 
equivalent of loss or destruction, or be considered a conversion; and this 
rule is adopted in some cases in Vermont, and in North Carolina it is 
also followed, but with this qualification, that a sale of the property 
out of the State may be treated. as a loss or destruction,”—referring to 
Pitt v. Petway, 12 Ired., 69. But he adds that the rule “can have no 
reasonable application a such commodities as are readily devisable by 
tale or measure, into portions absolutely alike in quality, such as grain 
or money.. Thus, if one is entitled to a half of a certain number of 
bushels of wheat, he is entitled to the half in severalty; and if his co- 
tenant in actual possession refuses to surrender the half on demand 
and deny his right, this is a conversion, because it deprives him of his 
right as effectually as would a sale”; 455, 4.56, | 

The act of withholding, to warrant the action of the plaintiff tenant | 
in common against his cotenant, must be tortzous, “having the effect, 
so far as the plaintiff is concerned, of .a total destruction of the prop- 
erty” at the time. 2 Greenleaf Evidence, sec. 646. 

Our own rulings do not to the same extent recognize és distinctions 
made by Judge Cooley in reference to the subject-matters of the tenancy. 
Thus, in Hill v. Robinson, 3 Jones, 501, Nash, OC. J., says: “The fifteen 
sacks of salt were purchased with the joint funds of the plaintiffs and of 
Howell—-five for the latter and ten for the former; but no specific 
bags were set apart, either by Howell or Robinson, as the prop- (220) 
erty of the plaintiffs; and until that was done, an action of trover 
could. not be sustained by the plaintitts for any portion of the salt.” 

“Tf A. sell to B. all the corn in a particular barn, and afterwards 
refuses to deliver it; B. may maintain an action of trover for the con- 
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version. But if the contract is for a portion less than the whole, then B. 
could maintain an action for a violation of the contract in the refusal 
to deliver, but not an action of trover”; citing Jones v. Morriss, 7 Ired., 
870. In this case there had been a demand and refusal. 

But the more recent case of Powell v. Hill, 64 N. C., 169, has the 
essential features of that before us. The plaintiff was employed by one 
Brodie to work on a farm the latter had rented, for a share of the crop. 
The crop was measured and the plaintiff’s part ascertained but not 
separated from the bulk. The defendant, an incoming tenant, bought 
from Brodie the whole crop except the plaintiff’s share, and took pos- 
session of the whole. Rodman, J., delivering the opinion, says: “On 
the proof, he (the plaintiff) is a tenant in common with. the defendant, 
and the court could not order the sheriff to put him in possession of any 
distinct. and specific quantity of corn or fodder out of the common mass. 
Neither is he entitled to damages for the conversion of his share of the 
common property: It is well settled, that. one tenant in common cannot 
recover in trover upon a mere demand and refusal to deliver to him his 
share.” 

In Rooks v. Moore, Busb., 1, it was held, that one who was to receive 

a share of the crop, could not maintain a trover before a division. 

Had a portion of the common property been accidentally destroyed, 
would not loss have fallen on the parties in proportion to their respective 

interests 
(221) The authorities referred to in the argument for the plaintiff, 
apply when the tenant not only withholds from the cotenant, but 
exercises a dominion over the common property, in denial of, and in- 
consistent with the rights of the latter, and not in the mere assertion 
of his own. 

Nowhere in the action of the defendant, is found any appropriation 
of the tobacco to his sole use. Where is the exertion of any dominion 
incompatible with the recognition of the equal claim of the plaintiff 
thereto? He refuses to permit partition, because, according to his under- 
standing, something more was to be done before, and an injury would 
come to the article in the attempt to make it at the time. He sets up no 
claim to the plaintiff’s undivided share, but keeps possession, only post- 
poning the separation. Upon the verdict, this was wrongful, but it is 
not a conversion to the defendant’s use. The plaintiff could have re- 
covered his share under section 1755 of The Code, had the tobacco not 
been destroyed, and it was destroyed by no fault or negligence of the 
defendant. The mere fact that the plaintiff was debarred access to the 
house in order to force a division, and the crop. was retained for a 
division afterwards, does not amount to a conversion, nor warrant an 
inference of an exclusive appropriation to his own use. 
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But while not a conversion, it was a wrongful resistance to the plain- 
tiff’s demand of a right to an immediate division, which entitles him to 
some, if no more than nominal damages, but not to the full extent of 
the value of his share, which can only be maintained by deeming the 
retention a conversion. 

For the errors mentioned the verdict must be set aside and a new 
trial ordered. Let this be certified. a 

Error. _ ‘Reversed. 


Cited: Waller v. Bowling, 108 N. C., 294; Parker v. Brown, 136 
ON. C., 289; Thompson v. Silverthorn, 142 X. C., 14; Doyle v. Bush, 
171 N. ©, 12. 


(222) 
J. B. BRIDGERS vy. M. T. DILL ET At. 


Damages—Evidence—Judge’ s Charge—Landlord and Tenant. 


1. Even if improper evidence is admitted in evidence, the error is cured if 
the judge in his charge instructs the jury not to consider it. 


(2. Where the defendant by repeated and continuing trespasses pulls down 
the fence around the cultivated field of the plaintiff, whereby the growing 
crop of the plaintiff is ruined, the measure of damages is not limited 
to the expense of repairing and replacing the fence, but he may recover 
the value of the damage done to the crop. 


3. Railroad corporations are liable for any damage caused by any improper 
or wrongful act done by them while building their roads. 


4, The provisions of section 1943 of The Code, only apply to the mode of 
acquiring title to real estate and getting a right of way, but it has no 
application to trespasses committed outside of the right of way in build- 
ing the road, and for such trespasses the corporations are liable in a civil 
action. 

5. While it is true that under the provisions of section 1754 of The Code, the 

- erops shall be deemed to be vested in the landlord, this is only for his 
protection, and as against third parties the tenant is entitled to the 
possession both of the land and crop while it is being cultivated, and _ 
he may maintain an action in his own name for any injury thereto. 

(Meares v. Wilmington, 9 Ired., 73; cited and approved. Roberts v. Cole, 
82 N. C., 292; Sledge v. Reid, 73 N. C., 440; Holloway v. R. R., 85 N. C., 
452; R. R. v. Wicker, 74 N. C., 220; distinguished. ) 


‘Tus was a civil action, tried before Shepherd, J., at Spring Term, 
1886, of NortHamrron Superior Court. 
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In 1882, the plaintiff cultivated a farm in Northampton County, — 
rented by him of Dr. R. H. Stancil, administrator of 8. T. Stancil, 
deceased, and this action is brought to recover damages alleged to have 
been sustained by the wrongful acts of the defendants in unlawfully 
entering upon said land and pulling down the inclosure around his 
cultivated field, at different times and from day to day, and continuing 

— to pull it down as the plaintiff would put it up, by reason whereof 
(223) cattle entered and destroyed his crop, and prevented him from 
cultivating the land as he otherwise would have done. The de- 
fendants denied the allegations of the complaint, and for a second 
ground of defense, insisted that the court had no jurisdiction of the 
subject-matter, so far as it applied to the Meherrin Valley Railroad 
Company and those who entered upon said land as its agents; that there 
was a misjoinder of parties, and a misjoinder of two causes of action. 

This second ground of defense was not relied upon in this Court. 

Issues were submitted and the jury, in response thereto, found that 
the plaintiff was entitled to the possession of the land, as alleged in 
the complaint; that the defendants, M. T. Dill and the Meherrin Valley 
Railroad Company, trespassed thereon, and that the damage sustained bY 
reason of such trespass was $650.00. ° 

A summary statement of the evidence is necessary to a proper con- 
sideration of the defendants’ exceptions. 

J: B. Bridgers, the plaintiff, testified that in 1882, he was in possession 
of the land, which he had rented of Dr. Stancil for seven bales of cotton; 
that when ‘he rented it, he did not know that a railroad was going to 
be built through it; that he had 75, 80, or 90 acres of land in cotton, 
and 50 acres in corn; that up to 1 July, he had a very good crop; 
the defendants did not take the fence down till June; . . . that he 
would put up the fence and they would pull it down again, and this 
at places outside of the right of way; the road ran through the corn 
and cotton field, and that the stock were turned in from’ both ways, 
and the hands would go over the fence anywhere; that stock, horses, 
cows and hogs commenced getting in in June, and continued to increase 
in number through July, August, etc.; that cotton was so trampled that 
he could not get hands to pick it out, and he only saved six bales; 

that they put in no cattle guard ie in November; Dill would pull 
(224) the fence down outside of the right of way, and leave it down or 
partially down; that he, witness, objected and forbade their com- 
ing from the first. Dill ‘was the general superintendent. Witness said: 
“They destroyed all but six bales of cotton. The damages were about 
twenty bales—15 anyhow—fifty acres where I never picked out a pound: 
value $50 per bale. They damaged me seventy-five barrels of corn: value 
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$4 per barrel.” This damage was done off the right of way by trampling 
down the crops and eating them up. They had a passway to Margaretts- 
ville over the field all the time—not over the right of way+-kept the 
fence open and cattle came in: . . . had hogs and sheep in the 
pasture; could have put a cow pit there with one hand in not a great 
while, four sills would have done; they were hauling over there and a_ 
pit would not have done, but they could have put a gate there. Cow 
pits at all those places would have cost about $50. When this suit was 
brought, the rent was not due, and had not been paid; paid Stancil six 
bales and he released the remainder; saw cattle, hogs and sheep coming 
through the fence at other places than the right of way. To that portion 
of the foregoing evidence embraced in quotation marks, the defendant 
objected. Objections overruled and defendant excepted. 

Dr. Stancil, for the plaintiff, testified, that he knew the farm; he 
(plaintiff) has paid me six bales of cotton; saw the crop at times from 
July to September; saw stock and sheep aiers. 

Plaintiff said Dill would pull the fence down as fast as he could » 
put itup. . . . Dill came to witness for permission; told him that 
Bridgers had rented the farm for a year, and that he, witness, did not 
consider that he had any right, and that he had no objection to his 
(Dill’s) entering and building the road, if he could arrange with _ 
Bridgers; thinks Bridgers never paid all the rent; never released (225) 
any of it, though never expects to get it. 

J.B. f ohnson and Thomas Mason, witnesses for the plaintiff, testified 
as to stock, ete., in the field. 

The defendant asked the court to instruct the jury : 

J. That upon the evidence, the plaintiff cannot recover. 

This was refused, and the defendant excepted. | 

II. That if the jury believed that Bridgers rented the land from 
Dr. R. H. Stancil, and has not paid all the rent, then the plaintiff 
cannot recover. 

This was refused, and the defendant excepted. 7 

The court in its charge as to the damages, told the jury, that they 
should not consider what the plaintiff might have raised upon the land 
but for the alleged trespass, and that such evidence was excluded; that 
they should give damages only for the injury to the crops as they then 
stood, and then only from the time of the pulling down of the fence up 
to the time when he could, by reasonable diligence, have replaced the 
fence and erected sufficient cattle guards. | 

There was a judgment for the plaintiff, and the defendants appealed. 


W. H. Day for plaintiff. 
R. B. Peebles for defendants. 
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Davis, J., after stating the facts: The exception to the evidence of 
Bridgers, objected to by defendants, cannot be sustained. The trespass 
was repeated as often as the plaintiff would put up his fence; it was 
a continued trespass, and the case is unlike that of Roberts v. Cole, 
82 N. C., 292, where the damages were properly limited to such sum as 
would repair and put the fence in order, and cover the injury done - 
to the crop, before the plaintiff knew of the trespass. But if the evidence 
excepted to was at all amenable to the objection that it was speculative 
and too remote, it was cured by the charge of the court. The case of 

Sledge v. Reid, 73 N. C., 440, relied upon by counsel for defend- 
(226) ants, is distinguishable from this. In that case, which was an 

action to recover damages for the killing of two mules, it was 
held that the proximate damage to the plaintiff, was the loss of the 
mules, and his failure to make a crop was the secondary consequence, 
resulting from the damage, and was too remote and uncertain; but 
in this case, the injury to the crop was the direct and proximate dam- 
age resulting from the wrong of the defendants in repeatedly pulling 
down the fence and exposing the crop to the prey of cattle. 

It is insisted that the public have an interest in railroads, and the 
grants of power by the State to build them are for the public benefit, 
and the right to acquire real estate and rights of way is secured to them 
by law. This is true, and for all damages necessarily incident to their 
construction, the statute provides, but they are liable for any damages 
- that may occur to individuals by reason of any improper or wrongful 
acts done by them. Meares v. Commissioners, 9 Ived., 73, and the 
section of The Code, 1943, et seqg., relied on by defendants, relate to 
the mode of acquiring title to real estate, right of way, etc., by railroad 
corporations, and have no application to this action, which is to recover 
damages for injury to crops outside and off the right of way; and be- 
sides, it is not alleged, nor do the pleadings disclose the fact, that any 
title or right of way was ever acquired by the defendant, as provided by 
_ sections of The Code referred to, and the case of Holloway v. R. R., 
85 N. C., 452, and R. BR. v. Wicker, 74 N. C., 220, are not applicable. 

The scoud prayer for instructions to the jury was also Proper 
refused. 

In this action, Dr. Stancil was not a necessary party, and the relation 
between him and the plaintiff did not affect the rights of the plaintiff as 
_ against the defendants. While it is true that under section 1754 of The 

Code, the crops shall be deemed and held to be. vested in posses- 

(227 ) sion of the lessor, this is only for the lessor’s protection, and, 
as against any one except him, the tenant is entitled to the 
possession of the land and of the crop eile it is being cultivated, and 
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may maintain, in his own name, an action for any injury thereto, and 
for this purpose he is the “real party in interest”? within the spirit and 
meaning of section 177 of The Code. The remedy given to the landlord 
by section 1754, and the subsequent section providing for the protection 
of the tenant’s rights, make it quite clear that it was intended only by 
those sections to adjust the rights of the landlord and tenant as between | 
themselves. ‘In this case, the defendants were told by the landlord, Dr. 
Stancil, that he claimed no interest in the matter, and they must look 
to Bridgers, the plaintiff, for any arrangcnente they might wish to 
make. 

There is no error. The judgment of the Sanasise Court is affirmed. 

No error. . Affirmed. 


Cited: 8S. v. Eller, 104 N. C., 856; Blake v. Broughton, 107 N. C., 
228; 8. v. Wilson, tbid., 872; S. v. Crane, 110 N. C., 534; Walson v. 
Mfg. Co., 120 N. C., 95; 8. v. Higgins, 126 N. C., 1113; Reger v. 
Worth, 127 N. C., 236; Gatts v. Kilgo, 181 N. C., 208; Coore v. R. R£., 
152 N. C., 704; Cooper v. R. R., 163 N. C., 151; 8. vo. Lunsford, 177 
N. C., 119; Johnson v. R. R., 184 N. O., 105; 8. v. Stewart, 189 N. C., 
345; Chauncey v. R. R., 195 N. C., 417. 


. JAMES K. WOOD, in Bexatr or HIMSELF, Etc., v. THE TOWN OF 
OXFORD ET AL. 


Taxation—Constitutronal Law —Qualified Voters—Municipal — 
Corporations. 


1, Municipal corporations are instrumentalities of the State government, are 
public in their nature, and the Legislature has control over them and 
may enlarge or modify their powers as it deems proper, within the limits 
of the Constitution. | 


2. The Legislature may authorize municipal corporations to apply their reve- 
nue and credit to any legitimate public purpose within the scope of its. 
organization, unless prohibited by the Constitution, and such purposes as 
tend to the general good of the community, although the advantage does 
not reach every individual taxpayer residing there, is such public purpose. 

8. The Legislature may authorize municipal corporations to subscribe to the 
capital stock of railroad corporations or other like public enterprises, or 
even to donate its money or credit to such corporation, while it cannot 

_ authorize any subscription or donation to a merely private enterprise, 
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4, The ruling made in Markham v. Manning, 96 N. C., 182, and McDowell v. 
Construction Co., 96 N. C., 514, as to the meaning of the term “qualified 
voters” as used in the Constitution, and the effect of the provisions of 

- Article VII, sec. 7, affirmed. 


5. Where the act allowing a municipal corporation to contract a debt for other 
than necessary expenses, provided that such debt should be authorized by 
a vote of a majority of those voting and not by a majority of the qualified 
voters, but in fact a majority of the qualified voters did vote in favor of 
contracting the debt; It was held, that this cured the defect in the law, 

and that the vote authorized the corporation to contract the debt. _ 


(Taylor v. Commissioners, 2 Jones Eq., 141; Caldwell v. Justice, 4 J ones Eq., s 
323; Markham v. Manning, 96 N. C., 132; McDowell v. Construction Co., 
96 N. C., 514; cited and approved. ) 


(228) Morrow to eeniiniie an injunction to the hearing, in a cause 
pending in Granvinte Superior Court, heard before Merri- 

mon, J., at Chambers, in Henderson, 26 February, 1887. 
The defendant, the “Oxford and Clarksville Railroad Company,” is a 
: corporation organized under and in pursuance of the statute (Acts 1885, 
ch. 116), and its prescribed purpose is to construct a railroad to be dle: 
voted to the transportation of passengers and freight, its terminal points — 
to be the town of Oxford, in the county of Granville, and a point on the 
Virginia State line, to be fixed by its directors, within a compass pre- 


_ seribed. Its railroad may be extended to other like roads designated, 


and it may construct branch roads not exceeding thirty miles in length. 
Counties, townships, incorporated cities and towns, through which its 
road is to be constructed and located, are authorized, in the way 
(229) and manner prescribed, to subscribe i the capital stock of that 
. company, and to make “donations” to it; and to raise money for 
this purpose, they are respectively authorized to issue their bonds, with 
interest coupons attached, in the manner prescribed. But such subcrip- 
tions or donations cannot be made -until a definite proposition to make 
the same shall have been submitted to the “qualified voters” of the town- 
ship or town which it is proposed shall make the same. In case a 
“majority of the votes cast” shall be “for subscription,” or “for dona- 
tion,” as is said in one section the statute cited, or as to towns, as is 
said in another section, in case “a majority shall have voted for sub- 
| scription,” or “for donation?” the same shall be made, ete. | 
The grounds and purpose of the action, and the relict sought by it, 
sufficiently appear from the eighth paragraph of the complaint, of which 
the following is a copy: 
_ “8, Your petitioner, who sues in this behalf, for himself and other 
taxpayers of said town, alleges that the acts of Wie said commissioners, 
in issuing said bonds, and making said donation, will entail a heavy 
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burden and debt upon him and them; and that he is advised that the 
act incorporating the said railroad company is not constitutional, and 
that the bonds about to be issued by virtue of said act, are illegal and 
void, for that: (1) The General Assembly had no authority to authorize 
the voters of said town to donate public money for the purpose set forth 
in the said act; (2) That the power attempted to be conferred by said 
act does not come within the spirit or letter of the Constitution of the 
State; (3) That in the canvass of the votes, as is required in section 8 of 
said charter, a majority only of the votes cast is required, whereas the 
affiant is informed that said act should have required a canvass of all the 
qualified votes, and that while the provision is not inserted in section 12 
of said charter, nevertheless said section, referring to and adopting the 
language of section 8, must have and. bear the same meaning and 
interpretation. Wherefore, affiant prays that a restraining order (230) 
may issue to said defendants, to show cause, before his Honor, 

Fred Philips, at Chambers, at Greensboro, why an injunction shall not 
be granted forever enjoining them from the issue and donation of said 
bonds and the levy and collection of said taxes, to pay the same as afore- | 
said, and as in duty bound, he will ever pray.” 

A restraining order was ‘granted, and also a rule upon the defendants 
to show cause at Chambers why an injunction until the fit: upon the 
merits should not be granted. 

_ At the hearing of the motion for such injunction, it was denied, and 
from the order in that respect, the plaintiff appealed to this Court. 


John W. Hays filed a brief for plaintiff. - 
Thos. B. Venable and R. W. Winston for defendants, 


Merzimon, J., after stating the facts: Municipal corporations, such 
as counties and incorporated cities and towns, are instrumentalities of 
the State government. They serve its political and civil purposes, more 
or less general in their nature and extent, and more particularly, where 
they are located. They are public in their nature, and the Legislature 
has control over them. It may determine and establish their purpose, 
and enlarge or modify their powers and authority from time to time; 
and. it may create new ones, prescribing their powers and authority, as 
public necessity and convenience may require. It may confer upon them 
power to raise revenue by levying taxes and otherwise, and to use and 
apply the same for all legitimate public purposes, and likewise to create 
debts and issue their obligations to pay money for the like public pur- 
- poses, except as its powers may be restrained by constitutional limita- 
tions. Such powers of the Legislature are to some extent, of its nature, 
and essential in the exercise of legislative authority, and in other 
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(231) respects, they are conferred upon it by the express provisions of 
the Constitution, or by necessary implication. They are freely 
exercised at every session of the General Assembly in effectuating the 
purposes of government by legislation. | 

It may be said in general terms, that the Legislature can authorize a 
county, city or town to use its revenues and credit for any legitimate 
public purpose within the scope of its organization, unless prohibited by 
the Constitution. This is necessarily so, because the ends to be attained 
by such municipalities cannot generally be accomplished without public 
expenditures. It may not always be easy to apply the rule of law to 
determine what is a legitimate object of such expenditures. It is clear, 
however, that they may be made for such public improvements and ad- 
vantages as tend directly to provide for and promote the general good, 
convenience and safety of the county or town making them, as an organ- 
ized community, although the advantage derived may not reach every — 
individual citizen or taxpayer residing there. Hence, it has been held 
that the Legislature could authorize a town to subscribe and raise money 
to pay for capital stock of a navigation company operating in its neigh- 
borhood. Taylor v. Commissioners, 2 Jones Eq., 141. It has also been 
held that a county could subscribe and issue its bonds to raise money to 
pay for capital stock of a railroad company, whose road was located 
through it. Caldwell v. Justice, 4 Jones Eq., 323. 

Indeed, the principles applied in the cases just cited, have been recog- 
nized and acted upon uniformly in a great number of cases decided by 
this Court. | 

And upon the same principle, a county or town may be authorized by 
the Legislature, for like public purposes, to donate its money, its credit, 

or other appropriate thing, to an individual or corporation. 
(232) Such: “donations” are not strictly such—they are not mere 

eratuities—they are made in consideration of the advantage, or 
supposed advantage, that the municipality, its business—its people, col- 
lectively and individually—and the public generally, directly and indi- — 
rectly, derive from the public work, thus encouraged and helped. It may 
be conceded, a municipality could not have power to donate its revenues 
or credit to individuals or corporations in aid of a merely private enter- 
prise or industry, because, in that case, the object is simply private 
gain—it does not in its nature and purpose, tend to afford public ad- 
vantage. But it is otherwise when the enterprise or industry is public 
in its nature and purpose, and intended to confer public benefit, as well 
as secure private gain to its owners, as in case of a projected cailvoad: 
Although the road may belong to a private corporation, still its purpose 
and use are directly for the public use and advantage. 
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A chief purpose of counties, cities, and towns, is to secure public ad- 
vantage and convenience, and thus public prosperity, by means of public 
works and enterprises, set on foot and prosecuted by themselves, or 
through individuals or corporations, and it can make no difference 
whether such works are encouraged by the county or town by taking the 
capital stock of a corporation, or by a “donation” of money or credit 
to it. In this case, the public benefit, or supposed benefit, is in substance 
paid for. This view seems to us just and reasonable, and substantially, 
it has been upheld by the highest courts of many of the States of the 
Union, as well as by the Supreme Court of the United States. Town of 

Qusensbury v. Culver, 19 Wall., 83; 1 Dill. Mun. Corp., sec. 508. _ 

It is not our province to decide upon the wisdom or expediency of the 
provisions of the statute under consideration. It was the office of the 
Legislature to do that, and as these provisions do not contravene the 
Constitution, it is our duty to uphold and give them effect. 

We are also of opinion, that the election as to the proposition (233) 
to make the donation in question, was held, and the result ascer- 
tained, in substantial compliance with the statute and the provisions of 
the Constitution affecting it. It has been settled by repeated decisions 
at the present term, that “qualified voters” are such only as are eligible, 
and have been registered according to law, and that a majority of the 
qualified voters means a majority of the voters lawfully registered. 
Markham v. Manning, 96 N. C., 182; McDowell v. Construction Co., 
96N.C., 514. — ; 

Now, it is clearly one of ihe declared purposes of the statute (Acts 
1885, ch. 116), to authorize certain incorporated towns to make “dona- 
tions” in the way prescribed, to the railroad company, the defendant, the 
Oxford and Clarksville Railroad Company, organized under and in pur- 
suance of its provisions. And it plainly requires a proposition to make 
such a donation to be submitted to the “qualified voters” of the town 
which it was proposed should make the same. It may be, that the 
statute contemplates that if a simple majority of “the qualified voters” 
voting, shall be in favor of such donation, this shall be sufficient to au- 
thorize it to be made. This is questionable, but we need not decide 
whether it so provides or not, because the purpose to allow such dona- 
tions to be made is manifest, and it appears in the case before us, that a 
clear majority of all the qualified voters of the town of Oxford voted in 
favor of the proposed donation of forty thousand dollars in question, 
thus certainly meeting the essential prerequisites provided by the statute 
and observing the provision of the Constitution (Art. VIT, sec. 7), for- 
bidding towns and other municipal corporations to make a debt, except, 
etc., “unless by a vote of a majority of the qualified voters therein,” and 
likewise observing the requirements of the charter of that town (Acts 
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1885—Pr. Acts, ch. 21, sec. 30). As the purpose of the Legislature to 
allow such donations to be made is clear and express, it is suffi- 
(284) cient, if the condition upon which it might be made, has certainly 
in the most adverse view of the proposition as to the vote, nae 
pened. 

Dnqueonaly: the Constitution allows a county, city, or town to 
contract, pledge its faith, or loan its credit, for a proper purpose, if 
authorized to do so by the Legislature, when, and if a majority of the 
qualified voters therein shall vote in favor of the same. 

In this case the purpose, as we have seen, was lawful—the Legislature 
authorized the donation to be made, and a debt to that end to be con- 
tracted, and a majority of all the qualified voters in the town of Oxford | 
voted in favor of the donation, and thus in favor of the debt to be made. 
Thus the statute and Constitution allow, and sanction it, and it must be 
upheld as valid and lawful. 

There is no error, Let this opinion be certified to the Sas: Court 
according to law. 


Smirx, C. J., concurring: If the matter of the present action were 
res integra, and the question involved in the appeal an open one, I should 
be reluctant to give assent to the proposition that a municipal corpora- 
tion, even under legislative sanction and with an approving popular 
vote, may make a donation of its bonds to a railroad company in aid 
of its work, and impose taxes for their payment. It certainly cannot do 
this to advance any mere Business enterprise not of a public nature, for 
the incidental and substantial benefits its successful prosecution may 
confer upon a community in the midst of which it is carried on. In a 
case recently before the Supreme Court of the United States, was drawn 
in question the validity of an act of the General Assembly of Kansas, 
under which bonds of the city of Topeka were issued as a gratuity to 
the King Wrought Iron Bridge Manufacturing and Iron Works, to aid 
the company in erecting and operating bridge shops in that city, in 

expectation of the advantages to be conferred upon the business 
(285) interest of the community. In an elaborate opinion, citing many 

adjudications in its support, the act was held to be unconstitu- 
tional and the securities void, the Court declaring, through Mr. Justice 
Miller, “that there can be no lawful tax which is not laid for a public 
purpose.” In reference to extending the debt-creating and taxing 
power beyond this limit, he thus speaks: “To lay with one hand the 
power of the government on the property of the citizen, and with the 
other to bestow it upon favored individuals to aid private enterprises, 
and build up private fortunes, is none the less robbery because done 
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under the forms of law, and is called taxation.” Loan Association v. 
Topeka, 20 Wall., 655-664. 

More especially would I hesitate, in view of the heavy indebtedness 
pressing upon the State, which caused a provision to be inserted, sec- 
tion 4 of Article VII, in the Constitution of 1868, which forbade the 
State to lend its credit to any person, association, or corporation, unless 
in completing unfinished roads, or in which the State has a direct pecu- 
niary interest, unless the subject is submitted to the vote of the people 
of the whole State, and be approved by a majority of those who shall 
vote thereon. | 
_ The same popular. sanction is required when. a municipal corporation 
proposes to create a debt, pledge its faith, or lend its credit, or to levy a — 
tax, except for necessary expenses, and this restraint is put upon legiti- 
mate improvements contemplated, and taxation therefor; Art. IV, sec. 7. 
But this does not extend to such as are not of a public nature. 

But the authorities are numerous, that the aid rendered railroads, 
canals, and the like, which are both private undertakings and_ also 
publict jures, in the form of stock-subscriptions or in donations, is for a 
public purpose, and within the competency of the law-making power of 
the State, when not forbidden by pe organic law, to bestow upon sub- 
ordinate municipal bodies. 

Yielding to the precedents and the practice, I concur in the (236) 
opinion of the other members of the Court, and sustain the enact- 

- ment, not being at liberty to do more than ascertain the legislative will, 
and when not in conflict with the fundamental law, give it effect. 

N o error. . 2 7 _ _ Affirmed. 


Cited: Riggsbee v. Durham, 98 N. C., 85,. 86; Snath v. Wilmington, 
ibid., 8348; Riggsbee v. Durham, 99 N. C., 347; Brown v. Comrs., 100 
N. C,, 98; ; Bynum v. Comrs., 101 N. C., 414: Fontes. Comrs., 107 N. Cx 
251, 265 ; Bank v. Comrs., 116 IN Cs 364: Charlotte v. ' Shevard, 120 
N. C., 416; Harriss v. Wright, 121 N. C., 181: Glenn v. Wray, 126 N.C., 
732, 4; Cox v. Comrs., 146 N. C., 586; Wittkowsky v. Comrs., 150 N. C., 
95; Hall v. Skinner, 169 N. C., 410; Woodall v. Highway Commission, 
176 N. C., 391; Martin County v. Trust Co., 178 N. C., 32; Hammond 
v. McRae, 182 N..C., 752; Davis v. Board of Education, 186 N. C., 
229; Holmes v. Fayetteville, 197 N. C., 746. 


7I—97 | 193 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [97 


YORKLY v. STINSON. 


JANE C. YORKLY v. MARY A. STINSON ET AL. 
Wills—Election-—Widows. 


1. The fact that a widow enters a caveat to a will and contests its validity, 
does not prevent her from accepting any benefit given her by the will, if 
its validity is established, or from entering her dissent thereto in the 
proper time. 


2. Where a widow agrees to adhere to the provisions of a will, and in conse- 
quence thereof the executor proceeds to pay legacies and assume obliga- 
tions which would cause loss to him if the widow were to dissent, she will 
be estopped by her agreement,.and will not be allowed to dissent, but 
where in such case she offers to put the estate in statu. quo, and the 
executor has not acted under her agreement so as to cause him any loss 
whatever, she is not estopped. 


3. Where a widow is appointed executrix and proves the will and qualifies, 
she cannot afterwards renounce and dissent, but must earry out the will 
in all of its provisions. 


(Ramsour v. Ramsour, 63.N. C., 231; Hinton v. Hinton, Phil., 410; cited and 
approved; Mendenhall v. Mendenhall, 8 Jones, °287; Syme v. Badger, 92 
N. C., 706; cited and approved.) 


Petition For power, heard by MacRae, J., on appeal from a judg- 
ment of the clerk, at March Term, 1886, of Davipson Superior Court. 

Samuel Yorkly died in July, 1881, leaving a will, wherein he appoints 

the defendant, William F. Henderson, executor and testamentary 
(237) guardian to his infant son, the defendant, Samuel Hill Yorkly. 
He left also a daughter, the defendant Mary A. Stinson, and the 
plaintiff, his surviving widow. At the time of his death the testator 
possessed over 500 acres of land, of which he devises one-half to his 
wife for life or widowhood, and the residue to his son in fee. Of his 
personal estate he beanbatha certain articles of the estimated value of 
$600, and.a like sum in money. The will makes some provision for the 
daughter, but it is impossible to state more specifically the testator’s dis- 
positions of the estate, as no copy of the will, though declared in the 
complaint to be annexed thereto as a part, is found in the transcript, 
and only such information of its contents is furnished as is set out in the 
case agreed. | 
_ The will was proved in common form before the clerk on 1 August, 
1881, and the executor and testamentary guardian assumed the trusts 
conferred, and undertook their due discharge. On the next day, after 
being advised of her right to dissent, the plaintiff gave her assent in 
writing to the will. 
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Afterwards, upon being more fully informed of her rights, and, as we 
suppose, with knowledge of the condition of the testator’s estate, she 
entered her dissent thereto, on 27 J anuary, 1882, in the manner and 
within the time limited by law. — 

~ On the same day, the plaintiff and the two eaten she acting in the 
capacity of next friend to the infants, entered a caveat to the probate, 
and the issue thus made up and transferred to the Superior Court and 
afterwards removed from Davidson to Rowan County, was tried, and a 
verdict rendered in favor of the script. 

During the interval between the giving the assent and its recall by an 
entry of dissent on the record, the plaintiff received the legacies given 
her by the testator, and has taken possession of and appropriated the use | 
and profits of the devised real estate to her own benefit. 

The present suit is for dower, and is accompanied with an offer (238) 
to account for whatever of the personal estate has come into the 
plaintiff's hands. 

It is stated that the defendant, Mary A., has been advanced in ‘the 
testator’s lifetime, about the year 1848 or 1880, in personal property 
of the value of $2,650, of which there were six slaves that were sold at 
$400 for each, at the time when so advanced, and the plaintiff avers that 
this advancement being accounted for, she has had but little, if any more 
than a child’s part. 

The only answer put in, is that of the executor and testamentary 
guardian, and it sets up asa defense to the action the adversary and un- 
successful proceedings in opposition to the probate of the seript, and the 
written adherence to the instrument, when proved ex parte, and the 
acceptance of the legacies and devises given her under it. It does not 
appear that any disposition of the personal assets, in the payment of 
debts or otherwise, will be disturbed by giving effect to the dissent, nor, 
if the funds are restored, that the estate cannot be administered as - 
effectually and justly as if*the dissent had not been given at the earliest 
moment. No complications are suggested, rendering it inequitable to 
remit the plaintiff to the share to which she would have succeeded in 
ease her husband had died without making a will. 

There was a Judgment for the defendants and the plants appealed. 


Frank Robbins for plaanttff. 
Daniel Gi. Fowle for Leas: 


Ses C. J, after auae the Pastas We each no special significance 

to the fact that the plaintiffs, with others, availed themselves of a clear 

legal right, possessed by every person interested in the result, to have the 

alleged testamentary. paper propounded anew and proved per testes. The 
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right to require this in a proper manner, is conferred by law, and 
(239) its exercise cannot be attended with the deprivation or .impair- 

ment of other rights, because of an unsuccessful opposition to 
the script. It remains as if no resistance had been offered to the probate, 
for the plaintiff to assert any just claim aceruing to her under the will, 
when established, as to accept the provisions madd for her by law upon 
her recorded discent thereto. . 

The ruling of the court below, adverse to ‘he stjest sought in he 
action, is based upon the inconsistency of her taking and using property 
given her by the testator, and her present attempt to‘annul and render 
the will inoperative, so far as affects herself. .It assumes that she has | 
made an election, and cannot now be heard to reverse it. There would be 
much force in this reasoning, if the administration had been conducted 
upon the faith of her adhesion to her declared purpose to abide by the 
instrument, supported by her receiving the benefits it gives her, and dis- 
positions made of the funds or obligations assumed, incompatible with 
the present claim, and which could not now be disturbed without loss or 
detriment to the executor, who relied upon her good faith in what was 
afterwards done. Such a case might furnish ground for an equitable 
estoppel against the right of dissent, and deny to her the statutory relief. 
But no such difficulties are siagectod: and so far.as appears, the return 
of the legacies and of rents for which the plaintiff may be liable, would 
restore the state of things existing at the original probate, and leave 
open the pathway to a due administration of the estate, without inter- 
fering with intermediate = or interests of | the peraonal represen- 
tative or of others. 

The statute (The Code, sec. 6108), allows six months from probate 
within which a widow may make an election to take under the will, or 
against it under the law, and this period is given in order that she may 
fully learn the condition of the estate and the advantages to be derived 

under the provisions made for her, as compared with those accru- 
(240) ing, as in case of an intestacy, and thus to: considerately and 

intelligently exercise her right to dissent. We do not find in the 
facts any just ground for depriving her of the statutory provision in 
her behalf, of which she has undertaken to avail herself within the time 
limited by law. 

The opinion of the Court was esganas we presume, by ‘is decisions 
in Mendenhall v. Mendenhall, 8 Jones, 287, and Syme v. Badger, 92 
N.. C., 706, supposed to involve the same pringiple. But in those cases 
the estoppel was held to apply to a widow, who was appointed to execute 
the will, and of course in all of its provisions, and who accepted the 
office.and undertook to carry out its directions, with which the legal 
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effect of a dissent was wholly inconsistent. The subject is considered in 
the last cited case, and leaves nothing now to be added. 

But the case of Ramsour v. Ramsour, 63 N. C., 231, if not an au- 
thority, is in the line of the views we have taken of the present appli- 
cation. 

In that case the plaintiff, who demanded dower in the action, had in 
| May, 1868, conveyed part of the land claimed to be subject to dower to 
one Berens in payment of her individual debts; and in August following 
caused her. to dissent to the will to be entered, under the extension of 
the time for doing so allowed by the act of 22 February, 1866 (see 
Hinton v. Hinton, Phil. 410). The court.below ordered the writ of 
dower to issue, and this ruling was affirmed on appeal. 

We have not adverted to the haste with which the assent was given, 
nor to the unusual promptness with which the legacies were paid over, 
apparently to confirm and conclude her election, as tending to deprive 
the plaintiff of the time given by law for an examination of an estate, 
its resources and liabilities, and an intelligent and careful reflection as 
to the course to be pursued under the circumstances. They cer- 
tainly do not indicate that deliberation in action which should (241) 
conclude and estop her from the subsequent exercise of a legal 
right to make a different choice. At least we cannot, per se, give such 
force and effect to the simple facts set forth in the case before us. 

It must be declared there is error in the ruling, and the judgment 
must be reversed, and judgment rendered for the plaintiff; and to this 
end, and for further eee? in the court below, let this be certified. 

Error. | Reversed. 


Cited: ee ‘Allen, 121 N. 0, 331; Tripp v. Nobles, 136 N.. C., 
113; Whitehurst v. Gotwalt, 189 N. C,, 580. 


GIDEON B. THREADGILL v. JAMES M. REDWINE. 
_ Execution Sale—T enants in Common. 


1, A sale under execution: transmits only the debtor’ s estate, in the same alte 
_ and subject to all the equities under which he held it. 


2. Where two. claimants of the same land. covenanted with sash ster. to 
become tenants in common in the Jand to sell the common property, and > 
after adjusting an inequality existing in the amount paid by each to 
divide the proceeds, and the interest of one was sold under execution; 

it was held, that by purchasing the interest of his cotenant at. execution 
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sale the other tenant in common did not acquire the land discharged of all 


claim by his cotenant, and that the equity for a division under the coye- 


‘nant did not pass by the sheriff’s deed. 


3. Where in such case, the defendant expended money after his puxehage at 
the sheriff’s sale in removing encumbrances from the common property, he 
is entitled to be reimbursed upon a sale before any of the proceeds zo to 

his cotenant. — 

(Tally v. Reid, 74 N. C., 463 : Love v. Smathers, 82 N. C., 369: Flynn v. Wit- 
liams, 1 Ired., 509; Giles v. Palmer, 4 Jones, 386; Smith v. Smith, T2 
N. C., 228; Lewis v. McDowell, 88 N. C., 261; cited and approved.) 


(242) ~~ Crvin action, tried upon exceptions to a referee’s report, before 
MacRae, J., at Spring Term, 1886, of Sranzy Superior Court. 

The plaintiff and defendant having conflicting claims of title to certain 
lands previously belonging to one D. A. Underwood—the plaintiff 
through a sheriff’s sale under execution—the defendant also through a 

coroner’s sale under fieri facias, and also a deed from the aspipTee of 
Underwood—entered into the following agreement: 

“The said Threadgill, for the sum of $100 to him in hand paid, has 

sold by deed of bargain and sale to said Redwine, one-half of his interest 
in said land, the said Redwine having sold by deed of bargain and sale . 
one-half of his interest in said land. It is mutually understood and 
agreed by and between the parties aforesaid, that they are to own said 
lands jointly, each owning one individual half. 
“Tt is further understood and agreed by and between the parties afore- 
said, that they are to sell the lands, and upon a sale thereof, the pro- 
coeds are to be divided between them, as follows: Said Threadgill having 
paid out the sum of $389 for said land, and. Redwine having paid out 
$55, each party, in the first place, is to have out of the proceeds of said 
land, the amounts they have paid out: And whereas, the said Redwine, 
as the surety of said Underwood, has received $500 back of the amount | 
which the sureties of the said Underwood have paid for him to Thomas 
K, Kendall, said Threadgill is to havé $500 more of the proceeds of the 
said lands than said Redwine. 

“Tt is further agreed between the parties, that they will jointly pay a 
judgment due to Daniel Freeman from said Underwood, each to “pay 
one-half.” | 

The moiety of the plaintiff j in the land was afterwards levied on by 
the sheriff of Stanly County under execution, and sold and conveyed for 
$750 to S. J. Pemberton, who made a deed therefor to the defendant, 
and the latter exonerated the land from a claim of dower, by paying the 

~ gum of $650 therefor. . | 
(243) The value of the rents while in oceupancy of the defendant, 
measures that due for his services and improvements, and the 
198 | 


N.C] _ FEBRUARY TERM, 1887. 


THREADGILL VU. REDWINE. | 


judgment due Freeman was paid out of the sum of $2,600 for which the 
defendant, after acquiring the plaintiff’s interest, sold the whole estate — 
in the land. 

These facts are admitted or found by the referee upon a compulsory 
order of reference and reported to the court, and to his anes no yezeee 
tion is taken, me 

His rulings upon matters of law are: 

- “1, That the deeds and contract having been made at the same time 
as parts of one and the same transaction, are to be construed as one 
instrument, 

“9. That plaintiff had an interest in the land to the amount of $889, 
less the sum of $55 in excess of the interest which defendant had in 1 the 
land, which was to be paid to him upon a sale of the land. an. 

“3 That the said interest which accrued under the contract, as dis- 
tinguished from the deeds, was not subject to sale under execution. 

_ “4, That the sheriff,-by his deed to S. J. Pemberton, only eonveyes : 
one-half interest in the land. | 
_ “5, That the sum of $650 paid for the dower, the: sum of $1, 000 paid 
- to redeem the land sold under execution, and the sum of $300 expended 
_ for repairs, should be deducted from the sum for which the. land was 
sold by defendant. | _ 

“6, That the action is not hares by the statute of inieation: ” , 
The defendant, J. M. oe excepts to the report of the referee, as 
follows: 
 “1.That in his third oueimta of law, the referee finds ‘that the 
interest of plaintiff, Threadgill, which accrued under contract, as dis- 
tinguished from the deeds, was not subject to.sale under execution,’ 
when under the proofs, he should have found that. the entire 
interest of the plaintiff was subject to sale under execution, was (244) 
in fact sold by the sheriff, and passed by. the sheriff’s deed to 
Pemberton, and from. Pemberton to defendant, by the deed from the 
former to “the latter, thus extinguishing the plaintifi’s interest in the: 
subject-matter in controversy . in this action. 

“2. That the referee, in his fourth conclusion of ee finds ‘that the 
sheriff, by his deed to S. J. Pemberton, only conveyed one-half interest 
‘in the land, ’ whereas he should have found instead thereof, that by said 
deed the plaintiff's entire interest was conveyed to Pemberton. | 

“8, That instead of finding as he has done, that defendant is liable to 
plaintiff in any sum, he should have found that defendant had become 
the owner of all plaintiffs interest in the subject-matter of the contro- — 
versy by reason of the sheriff’s deed to Pemberton, and Pemberton’s 
deed to defendant, and that defendant was not liable to pene for 
anything.” 
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Upon these findings, adopted by the court, the defendants’ exceptions 
“were sustained ; and judgment being rendered against the ara he 
oe , 

J. A. faanin for plaintiff. | | 

Jos. B. Batchelor and John Devereux, Jr, = defendant. 


Surru, 0. J., after stating iis facts: Now, wits the trankter aces 
the deed of the sheriff of the plaintiff’s undivided molety to the pur- 
chaser, could not and did not carry the plaintiff’s equities, and rights — 
springing out of their mutual covenants, as the numerous authorities 

we 7 in the argument for the appellant show, Pally v. Reed, 74 N. C., 

Love vu. Smathers, 82 N. C., 369, and others, it is nevertheless true, | 

‘that the estate passes, subject. to: and charged with the equities of the 

defendant attaching thereto, for such is the effect of a sale under 
(245) execution, and it transmits only the debtor’s estate, in the plight 

and condition in which he held it. Flynn v. Williams, 1 Ired., 
509; Giles v. Palmer, 4 Jones, 386; Smath v. Smith, a N. C., 228; 
Lewis. ‘McDowell, 88 N: C., 261.0 
_ The covenants as to the disposition of the sane of na sO oe as 
they 1 inure to the advantage of the plaintiff, did not therefore pass to the 
purchaser at the execution sale, nor were they extinguished, through 
any supposed union with the legal estate,-when he conveyed it to the 
defendant. The execution of the agreement in its literal terms became 
impracticable by the divesting of the moiety of the property out of the 
plaintiff, but this difficulty was removed, and the ability to give it effect 
restored, by the defendant’s acquirement of that moiety, whereby he 
became sold owner. The several equities have been reunited with the 
legal estate, and the effect of the dissociation no longer remains as an 
impediment in their recognition and enforcement. But the expense in- 
curred: by the defendant is a paramount charge on the interest’ acquired, 
and it must be paid: before the agreed mode of apportionment of the 
fund received upon the sale to the last purchaser, out of the plaintiff’s 
share as well as the amount paid in memovang an ineumbrance common 
to the whole property. 7 : 

We therefore declare that ahered is error in the mee upon the excep- 
tions, and in the rendition of judgment against the plaintiff. The cause 
will be remanded, to the end that the judgment be reversed, and such 
further proceedings had ea as are in lane with the ne i ie 
in this opinion. os | 

Error. - o>” wh fe ee Reversed. 
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S. H. REEVES y. PINCKNEY. WINN. | 


| Slander—Evidence—V indictive Damages, | 


‘1. In an action for slander, - svidanes of the pecuniary. condition of the de- 
_fendant is competent to increase the damages, when the plaintiff is entitled | 
to vindictive or punitory damages, but the pecuniary condition of the 
plaintiff is not competent for such purpose, while it may be to show 
actual damage. 


2, Vindietive or punitory damages are allowed etek the anlacondact is marked — 
~ by malice, oppression, or gross and wilful wrong, and the law allows these 
damages, not simply to compeneate me party) ca eee: but to punish the 
wrongdoer. i es 

3. It seems, that where the action is for a euenial tree as ieee = by assault 

- and battery or by the negligence of the defendant the plaintiff has been 
. erippled so that he is unable to work, he may. show the nature of his busi- 
_hess and the value of his personal services, the loss of which may be more 
disastrous to a poor man than to one of wealth, but this is only for the 
purpose of showing actual damage. . 


| (Adcock v. M arsh, 8 Ired., 360; cited and approved. ) 


Tuts was a civil aetion to: recover damaees for siaiierods words 
spoken by the defendant of the plaintiff, tried before Shepherd, J, at 
- January Term, 1887, of Wayne Superior Court. 

The slanderous ‘words complained of are fully charged in'second, third, 
and fourth’ allegations of the complaint. The answer of the defendant 
_ admits that the words charged wére spoken by him, but denies that they 
were false and malicious, or slanderous, and sets out in detail and at 
considerable length, alleged facts: and cireumstances in suena of 

their use. 
' Issues were submitted to a jury, and in response they found that the 
defendant, in using the words set forth in the second and third allega- 
tions. of the complaint, intended to charge that the plaintiff. did 
wilfully, wantonly and-feloniously burn the houses mentioned in (247) 
the complaint, and that this charge was false and malicious. | 

The defendant relied on his plea of justification, and in support of it 
introduced much testimony tending to show that J. H. Hollowell and 
the plaintiff conspired to burn the houses mentioned in the pleadings, 
and.also testimony to show that J. H. Hollowell ee the en 
to burn, and that the plaintiff did burn them. | 

Upon. the trial, the plaintiff offered himself as a. witness in one owh 
behalf, arid, for the purpose of assessing vindictive damages, was:.asked 
the following question: “What was your pecuniary condition at: .the 
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time of the using of said words?” This was objected to by the defend-: 
ant. The objection was overruled, and the plaintiff answered: “I have 
nothing, except what is necessary to get along with. I have no property.” 
The defendant excepted. | 

‘The plaintiff introduced one Henry Lee, ad asked him if he knew 
the general character of J. H. Hollowell. This was objected to by the 
defendant. .The objection was overruled, and the witness was permitted 
to testify that the character of J. H. Hollowell was Bee The defendant 
excepted. 

Said Hollowell was not introduced as a witness, but the defendant 
offered evidence tending to establish the truth of all the matter alleged 
in the answer, in justification and mitigation, and that the plaintiff was 
employed as a clerk by J. H. Hollowell about a week before the fire. 

The pleadings were not offered in evidence, but defendant’s counsel 
argued in support of justification as well as in mitigation. The court, 
among other things, charged the jury, “that they must be satisfied that 
defendant, in speaking the words, intended to charge the plaintiff as 
stated in the innuendoes, and that if they so found, and that said 

charges were false, the law presumed malice, and the plaintiif 
(248) would at least be entitled to nominal damages. That if there was 
actual malice they might give vindictive damages.” 

In telling the jury what circumstances they might consider on the 
question of vindictive damages if they found actual malice, the court 
said: “If the jury believe from the evidence, and from the facts and 
circumstances proved on the trial, that sahen the defendant filed -his 
plea of justification he had no reasonable hope or expectation of proving 
the truth of it, and if the jury believed from the evidence that the 
defendant is ‘guilty of the slander charged in the complaint, they may, 
in fixing the amount of the plaintiff’s damages, consider this fact as a 
circumstance. That although they should find from the evidence, that 
the defendant has not sustained his plea of justification, still the fact 
that he has filed such plea, should not of itself be regarded by the 
jury as an aggravation of the original offense, if they believe from the 
evidence that it was filed in good faith and with an honest belief ‘on 
the part. of the defendant that he would be able to sustain the plea by 
evidence. 

There was a verdict for the plaintiff. | 

Motion for a new trial by the defendant for error in receiving testi- 
mony as to the pecuniary condition of the plaintiff and as to the char- 
acter of J. H. Hollowell, and for error in the charge of the court upon 
the effect of the plea of. a Motion overruled. J usenet for 
acs Appeal by defendant. 
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E.R. Stamps and C. B: Aycock for paint 
WW. R, Allen for defendant. 


Davis, J., after stating the facts: We think there was error in ad- 
mitting testimony as to the pecuniary condition of the ee for the 
- purpose of showing vindictive damages. > | 
In a certain class of cases, slander among. them, when digs ( 249) 
_offerise is marked by malice, oppression, or gross and wilful | 
wrong, the jury may give damages, not simply to compensate tlie party 
injured, but vindictive damages to punish the wrong-doer, and to that 
end, it may be competent to show the pecuniary condition of the de- 
fondnue: as was held in Adcock v. Marsh, 8 Iredell, 360.. If the purpose. 
is to punish the defendant, it will at once occur to every intelligent mind, 
that his pecuniary condition is a matter properly to be considered by the 
jury. in determining the punishment. A verdict for a large sum, ren- 
dered against a man of large wealth, would be a less punishment than 
-a verdict for a small sum against a poor man, but we are unable to see 
how the punishment of the defendant can be determined by the pecuniary 
condition of the plaintiff. The plaintiff is entitled to a verdict for all 
- the actual damages sustained by him, without reference to the pecuniary — 
condition of himself or of the defendant, and if the conduct of the de- 
fendant has been such as to warrant vindictive damages, the jury may | 
add to the actual damages, by giving such additional sum by way of 
punishment to the defendant, as they may deem just; and for the pur- 
pose of ascertaining this, theres is good reason why they should know the 
pecuniary condition of the defendant, but none why they should know 
or consider the pecuniary condition of the plaintiff, unless it can be made 
to appear that an equal amount of damages, if paid to one man, would be 
a greater or less punishment than if paid to another. There was a time 
when the slander of the great and rich, was held to be a more aggravated 
offense and meriting greater punishment’ than the slander of the humble 
and the poor, but in this day and country there is no such thing as “Scan- 
dalum. Magnatum” on the one side, nor is there on the other, any law 
that discriminates in favor of or against the poor man, simply ‘because 
he is poor. In meting out punishment, whether in imposing fines and 
penalties on the criminal side of the docket, or giving punitive — 
and exemplary damages for malicious wrongs to individuals in (250) 
civil actions, it is necessary to know the pecuniary circumstances 
of the defendant, because a small fine or slight damages might be heavier 
punishment to a man of small means, than a heavy fine or damages 
would be to a man of wealth, but whether the fine or damages go toa 
poor man or to a rich man, the punishment is the same to the party who 
has 1t to pay. Odgers on Libel and Slander, 292, says, “in fact, ere 
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in ey it is the duty of the jury to give such damages a as will fairly 
compensate the plaintiff for the injury he has sustained, yet in justice, 
_ juries frequently, especially when the defendant has acted with clear and 
express malice, give vindictive damages, which are clearly meant, not so 
much as a compensation to the plaintiff for his loss, as a punishment: to | 
the defendant for his misconduct.” The question is discussed at great _ 
length in the notes to the case of Rome v. Moses, 67 American Decisions, — 
560, cited by counsel for plaintiff, and while the decisions are both ways, 
it seems pretty well settled, by the weight of authority and by reason, 
that in proper cases for vindicative damages, the pecuniary condition of 
the defendant may be given in evidence, but it is there said: “The pecu- 
niary circumstances of the plaintiff are admitted in evidence much less 
often than those of the defendant,” and the cases relied on are nearly, if 
not all, for injuries to persons, and it is said that the evidence “is usually 
admitted, if at all, on the ground that the pecuniary circumstances of 
the plaintiff are directly involved in estimating the damages caused by 
the tortious act, the poverty of the plaintiff making the injury the 
greater,” as for instance, where, by an assault or battery, or the gross 
negligence of the defendant, the plaintiff has been so crippled and dis- 
abled as to be unable to work, and in such cases, he may show the nature 
of his business, and the value of his personal services, the loss of which 
may be more disastrous to a poor man than to one of wealth, and 
(251) these may properly come under the head of actual or special 
damages, and nearly all the cases cited by the counsel for the 
plaintiff, and which are referred to in Rome v. Moses, supra, are of this 
_¢lass. 
In Ware v. Cartledge, 60 Am. Ded: 489, the pecuniary circumstances 
of the plaintiff were held to be inadmissible in an action for slander, 
while in Clements v. Mahoney, 55 Mo., 352, and Sheets v. Barrets, 
7 Pick., 82, referred to in note to Rome v. Moses, it was held differently. 
The question, so far as our researches go, is an open one in this State, 
_ for the pecuniary condition of the defendant, not’ the plaintiff, was the 
point decided in Adcock v. Marsh, supra, and we think the better reason 
_would exclude evidence as to his pecuniary condition, where the only 
purpose of it is to increase vindicative damages, as in this case. We 
' gay only purpose, because there may be cases in which it may be proper, 
in determining his actual damages. There was error in admitting testi- 
mony as to the pecuniary condition of the plaintiff, and the defendant i is 
- entitled-to a new trial. be 
This renders it unnecessary for us to consider ‘hg other exception pre- 
sented in thé record. | | 
’ There is error. Let this be certified 2 4 a 
Error. "Reversed. 
204 


NCC FEBRUARY TERM, 1887. 


SETZER v. SETZER. 


Cited: Johnson v. Allen, 100 N. C., 189; Bowden v. Batles, 101 N. C., 
613; Tucker v. Winders, 130 N. C., 147; Robertson v. Conklin, 153 
N. 0. 3; Baker v. Winslow, 184 N. GC, 9; Tripp v. Tobacco Co., 198 
N. C., 617. | 


| (252) 
STATE ex REL, JACOB C, SETZER vy. DANIEL SETZER er 4t. 


Marriage—Jurisdiction—Idiocy. 


1. The courts of this State, both as sueceeding to the jurisdiction of the Eccle- 
siastical courts, and under our statutes, have jurisdiction to declare a 
marriage void @b initio and to grant a divorce for that reason, but a 
judgment declaring the marriage to have been void. ab initio, will not 
have the effect of bastardizing the issue. | 


2. The question of whether or not a marriage was void ab initio, there euving 

been a marriage de facto, must be tried between the parties to the mar- 
rlage, and this question cannot be raised in an action by the children of 
such marriage, claiming as next of kin or heirs at law, in order to bas- 
tardize them. | , 


3. So, where the plaintiff brought an action as next of kin of his father, and 
the jury found that when the marriage was consummated the father was 
an idiot and did not have capacity to enter into the contract; Ji was held, 

' that the issue was immaterial, and if this was the only defense the plain- 
_ tiff would be entitled to a judgment non obstante veredicto. 


4, Where two defenses are pleaded, and the court below gives jndeinent for 
the defendant on one of them without trying the other, which judgment 
is reversed on appeal, the case will be remanded in order that the other 
defense may be tried. 


(Johnson v. Kincade, 2 Ired. Eq., 470; Crump v. Morgan, 3 Ired., 91; William- 
son Vv. Williams, 3 Jones Hq., 446; Brooks v. Brooks, 3 ired., 389 ; Baity v. 
Cranfill, 91 N. C., 293; cited and approved.) 


I 


Crvin action, tried before Shipp, J., and a jury, at Fall Term, 1885, 
of Catawsa Superior Court. _ 

There was a judEmont for the defendant, ane the pene relator 
appealed. 

The facts appear in the opinion. 


No counsel for plaintiffs. 
M. L. McCorkle for defendants. 


Smrro, C. J. In the month of August, 1859, Reaben: Setzer (283) 
was married to Sophronia Morcus by a justice - the peace, upon 
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a due observance of-all the formalities prescribed by law for entering 
into that relation. They lived together as husband and wife until the 
spring of 1862, when, having entered the military service of the Con- 
federate States, the said Reuben lost his life at the battle of New Bern, 
in this State. The only. offspring of the union was the plaintiff, who 
brings this action as relator upon the bond executed by the defendant, 
Daniel Setzer, who administered on the estate of the deceased, and the 
other defendant, one of his sureties, to recover his distributive share of 
the personal estate in the hands of the administrator. The action was 
begun by suing out a summons on 13 August, 1883. 

The answer sets up as a defense (and this is the only matter neces- 
sary to be considered), that the intestate was of imbecile mind from his 
youth up, and had not capacity to understand and enter into the mar- 
riage contract, and that, this being absolutely void, the plaintiff, their 
only child, was not born in lawful wedlock, and could not claim any part 
of the estate. 

‘The only issue passed on by the jury, was as to ‘he intestate’s mental 
capacity to make an effectual marriage contract at the time of its 
solemnization, and the response was that he. did not have such capacity. 

We do not propose to examine the exceptions to the evidence offered, 
among which was an inquisition taken in 1855, finding the intestate to 
be a lunatic, and an order appointing a guardian, since the appeal must 
be disposed of upon the single finding of the intestate’s mental incompe- 
tency, and its effect upon the relator’s right as a distributee. 

In Johnson v. Kincade, 2 Tred. Eq., 470, a bill in equity was filed, 
upon facts very much like those before us, is have declared a nullity a 
marriage entered into by the plaintiff, on the ground of his idiocy, and 

it was suggested, that as the marriage was void ab initio, it was 
(254) so to be considered whenever the question came up, and the 

present suit could not be maintained. Ruffin, C. J., asserted the 
jurisdiction, not only because the Courts of Equity in this country had 
succeeded to the functions of the Ecclesiastical Courts of England, in 
which this jurisdiction was exercised, but because it was expressly con- 
ferred upon the Superior Courts of Law and the Courts of Equity by 
law; Rev. Stat., ch. 39. “The act,” he remarks, “creates and confers a 
_ jurisdiction over all matrimonial causes, and includes, necessarily, we 
think the jurisdiction to pronounce the nullity of a marriage de facto 
for want of capacity.” The Court thereupon in this suit between the 
parties proceeded to pronounce the marriage “in law null and void for 
the want at the time of solemnizing the same of mental capacity on the 
part of said Reese, sufficient to understand the nature of, and assent to 
such a contract, and that the said Reese ought e be oes a set free and 
divorced enone the said Ann.” 3 
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The same doctrine is poativiied in | Crump vo. M organ, 3 Ired. Eq., > 91, 
by the same eminent Judge-in a similar case. 

In Wilhamson v. Williams, 3 Jones Eq., 446, a bill was filed for an 
aceount against the guardian of the plaintiff, and the answer: set up the 
plaintiff’s marriage with one Cashion as a defense. The plaintiff, antici- 
pating the objection, alleged the marriage to be void, because of the 
feme’s youth (she was thirteen years of age), the practice of fraud and 
artifice, with the use of some force in bringing it about, and her want of 

sufficient understanding to enter into the contract. 

The court. declined to try the issue thus made, and retained the cause 
“for further directions, to the end that the plaintiff, if so advised, may 
institute proceedings in the proper court to obtain a decree of nullity of 
marraige, after which they will be at liberty to move in this cause.” 

Delivering the opinion, Pearson, J., after quoting and approv- | 
ing the language used in Johnson v. Kincade, that it was “con- (255) 
venient and fit in respect to the decent order of society, the condt- 
tion of parties, and the succession of estates, that the validity of such 
a marriage should be directly the subject of judicial. sentence, says: 
“And as the Legislature has conferred sole original’ jurisdiction in all 
applications for divorce upon the Superior Courts of Law and Courts of 
Equity—(Rev. Code, ch. 39, sec. 1)—and pointed out the mode of pro- 
ceeding and the rules and regulations to be observed (section 5), and re- 
quired that the material facts charged in the bill or libel shall be sub- 
mitted to a jury, upon whose verdict and not otherwise, the Court shall 
decree (section 6), and authorize a decree from the bonds of matrimony, 
or that the marriage is null and void” (the italics in the above are in the 
opinion), and after a sentence nullifying or dissolving the marriage, all 
and every, the duties, etc., in virtue of such marriage, shall cease and 
determine, with a proviso as to the legitimacy of the children (section 
11), we do not feel at liberty to decide a question of such grave impor- 
tance, as a thing collateral or incidental to an ordinary bill for an account, 
where the trial will be made, without the intervention of a jury, upon 
depositions which are usually taken in a defective and unsatisfactory 
manner.” He adds: “The propriety of requiring that fact to be estab- 

lished by the judgment or sentence of a tribunal having sole original 
jurisdiction, is too manifest to require any further observation.” _ See 
Brooks v. Brooks, 3 Ired., 389. 

Now it is expressly provided ; in the Rev. Stat., ‘ch. 39, sec. 9, eee it 
is decreed that “tha marriage is null and void,” or for cause not affecting 
its original validity, as follows: “That nothing herein contained shall be 
construed to extend to, affect, or render illegitimate, any child or chil- 
dren born of the body of the wife during the coverture.” 
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(256) . A proviso in words: essentially the same is found in the Rev. 
Code, ch. 39, sec. 11, and again in Bat. Rev., ch. 37, sec. 15. 

. Now if it is conceded that the validity of a marriage can be ques- 
tioned in the collateral manner attempted, and when neither of the par- 
ties to it is before the court so that it is not a judgment changing their 
status, it can have no greater effect upon the right of offspring than — 
such a judicial - sentence, rendered in a direct proceeding, and as those 
rights are protected 1 in the one case; so must they be in the other. 

The present law is more explicit and clear, and as we have had ocea- 
sion to inquire into its operation in the recent case of Bazty v. Cranfill, 
91 N. C., 293, we will pursue the subject no further, and content our- 
‘selves by declaring the result to be, that the present verdict cannot take 
from the relator any of his rights as a.son of the intestate, to a share in 
the latter’s estate, nor render his birth illegitimate. The issue was 


therefore immaterial, and we should direct judgment for an account, but .— 


that another defense set up in the answer, to wit: a compromise agreed 
upon in a former suit by. the relator and his mother, has not gone before 
the jury, the judge deciding that upon the findings as to the marriage, : 
the relator could not recover. 
There is error, and there must be a new tial ciolving the other mat- 
ters of defense, and to that end this must be certified. | 
Error, ae ee a | Reversed. 


° Cited: Sims v. Sims, 191 N. C., 299; Ral v. ‘Perrall, 153 N. C., 
180; ; Taylor v. White, 160 N. C., 41: Watters v. paeee 168 N. C., 414. 


(257) ae fe. 
a J. H. N. BRENDLE y. A. L. HERREN er at. 
» Practico—Pinal J udgment. 


1. ati final ‘ident digpoatie of the rights of the parea: it ig f66 late to 
introduce a new cause of action into the controversy. 


2. So; in an action ta have, the holder of the legal title declared a peace; it 
is too late after final judgment to ask for an account of the rents and. 
profits. 


(Pearson Vv. Carr, ante, 194, cited and approved.) 


Mombn in the cause, heard by Gilmer, J, a Spring Term, 1885, of 
Harwoop Superior Court. 
_ In the progress of the cause, and after the admission of an sieselen 
of T. D. Welch and some changes in the form of the action, at Fall 
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Term, 1882, of the Superior Court of Haywood County, an issue in this. 
form was submitted to and a response returned by.the jury: 

What estate did the deed from T. D. Welch, dated 1 October, 1870, 
convey to Newton Brendle? Absolute? Answer : wey not absolute. 

Thereupon it was adjudged by the Court: 

“T, That the defendant A. L. Herren has a are and lien upon the 
land sued for, for the. sum of $300.00, with interest on the same from _ 
12 October, 187 0, and that he hold said land until the same is satisfied 
and paid. 

“TT, That upon wagmnent of said sum with interest as above provided, 
the said defendant A. L. Herren is hereby declared a trustee for the 
plaintiff in respect to said land, for and.during the life of T. D. Welch. 

“III, That upon his death, and subject to the right of dower of 
Selina Welch. therein, of the land which the said defendant acquired 
by the deed of 12 October, 1870, he is hereby declared to be trustee 
for the plaintiff of an absolute estate in fee simple in the re- 
mainder, and that he convey the same by sufficient. deed. (258) 

“IV. That the plaintiff recover the costs of me action; and | 
that this judgment be enrolled.” 

Frem this judgment the defendants appealed, i upon ake hanenion: in 
this Court it was affirmed. Brendle v. Herren, 88 N. C., 383, where the 
nature and object of the action are set out in the opinion. . 

Upon the return of the certificate of the clerk of this Court, at Fall 
Term, 1884, a motion of plaintiff was entered for an order of reference 
and the framing of an issue to ascertain if anything be due him on 
account of rents and profits received by the defendant in possession. 

The motion was supported by an affidavit of an agent of the plaintiff, 
in which are set out what occurred at the trial, and the action of 
the judge in reference to the demand of plaintif’s counsel for rents, 
and the ruling thereon. At the same time, the plaintiff filed his petition 
for an amendment or modification of the previous judgment, so as to 
let in an inquiry into the liability of the defendant for rents and profits 
during his occupation. The application and the facts stated. in the 
affidavit, were controverted in an opposing verified: answer of the 
defendants. 

At Fall Term, 1884, the following seaaenent was entered: 

“The plaintiff moved that the case be referred to the clerk to take 
an account of the rents and profits, and for a writ of assistance upon 
the coming in of said report, which motion, being debated by counsel 
and heard by the court, upon the pleading in the cause and the judgment 
heretofore rendered, is refused. From this ruling plaintiff appeals.” 
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T. F. Davidson for plaintiff. 
Armistead Jones for defendants. 


Smiru, C. J., after stating the facts: The application is not merely 
for rents accruing since the rendering upon its merits, but to change 
the judgment itself, and open up the general inquiry as to rents, 

(259) including those with which the defendant is chargeable before. 
The appropriate time to institute the inquiry was after verdict 

and before judgment. The orderly and usual mode of proceeding, is to 
have all the facts ascertained, and before the court where the action 
is to be disposed of, and the rights of the parties settled by the final 
adjudication. This was not done, but the rights of the contestants 
declared, the plaintiff being entitled to a conveyance of the legal estate 
on payment of the sum due the defendant and subject to the contingent 
claim of dower. The payment to the defendant must precede the transfer 
of title, and now it is proposed to extinguish the debt by pees of the 
reception of rents sufficient to discharge it. | 

We concur with the court, that the judgment ought not, if fie power 
was possessed to do so, to be disturbed after so long an interval, and 
after its affirmation in the appellate Court. 

It is manifestly too late after such action, to reopen the controversy 
by introducing a new element of strife, after a final adjudication. | 

In Pearson v. Carr, ante, 194, we have so ruled. | 

This does not deprive the plaintiff of seeking compensation for rents 
accruing since the judgment, inasmuch as they were not recoverable 3 in 
this action, and are not concluded in its rendition. 

In our examination of the voluminous transcript sent up, much of it 
wholly needless, in order to a full understanding of the matter of 
appeal, we may have overlooked some part in the case, but the summary — 
rehearsal of the proceedings we have given, is enough to explain the 
grounds upon which the ruling below is sustained. There is no error, 
and the judgment is affirmed. 

No error. : Oe Affirmed. 


Cited: S. c., 98 N. C., 589; McCall v. Webb, 126 N. C., 762; Tussey 
v. Owen, 147 N. C., 337. 
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| (260) 
W. W. HUDSON er an, ApMInisTRaToRS, v. JOHN A. COBLE. 


New Action—Motion in the Cause—Sale of Land for Assets— 
Parties—J udicial Sales—Statute of Frauds. 


A proceeding to sell land for assets is sasentisily equitable, and the court 
has:all the powers of a Court of Equity to accomplish its purpose. 


. Where relief may be had i in a pending action, it must be sought by a motion 
in that cause, and if a new action is brought it will be dismissed by the 
— court ex” mero motu, if the objection is not taken by the defendant. 


. Before a purchaser at a judicial sale can be held to his bid, the sale must be 
confirmed by the court which ordered it to be made. . 


. If a purchaser at a judicial sale fails to comply with his bid, the court. may 
either decree: first, that he specifically perform his contract; or, second, 
that the land be resold and the purchaser released; or, third, that without 
releasing the purchaser, the land be resold, but in this case, the purchaser | 
must undertake as a condition precedent to the order of sale, to pay all 
additional costs and to make good any deficiency in the price. — 


Where a purchaser at a sale to make assets failed to comply with his bid, 
and the land was resold for a less price, he cannot be made liable in a 
new action for such deficiency, but the remedy is by a motion.in the cause. 


6. Quere, whether in such case, the administrator or the heir at law is the 
proper party to move it, it not appearing that the excess of the first bid is 
needed to pay debts. 


7. The statute of frauds has no application to judicial sales, | a 


(Trice v. Pratt, 1 Dev. & Bat. Hq., 626; Murritt v. Murrill, 84 N. C., 182; 
Rogers v. Hott, Phil. Eq., 108; Singletary v, Whitaker, ibid., 77; Cotton, 
— ea parte, tbid., 79; Council v, "Rivers, 65 N. C., 54; cited and approved.) 


ar 


Oo. i) 


oe 


ot 


Crvin action, tried before Clark, J., at February Term, 1886, of 
GUILFORD Superior Court. 
The plaintiffs, administrators of William Hudson, finding the per- 
sonal estate of the deceased insufficient, instituted, in association with 
his heirs at law, a proceeding against the widow in the Superior 
Court. before the clerk, for a decree of sale of a tract of land (261) 
of about 90 acres, owned by him at the time of his decease, and | 
its conversion into assets to pay his debts and the charges of adminis- 
tration. 
The widow, at ‘firek eval that. her dower be geeiened to 5 Hele 
therein, came to an agreement with the petitioners, whereby she gave 
consent to a sale of the land free from any claim of her own on 
condition of receiving in lieu thereof $650, the first proceeds of the 
purchtse money. A judgment was accordingly entered; smh OeEe and 
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directing the administrator to make the sale, on the terms that $700 
be paid at. once, aud the residue in equal parts, with interest, at Slx 
and nine months from the day of sale. . 

_ The sale was made on 5 March, 1885, on the premises, aan the 
present defendant being the last and highest bidder, became and was 
declared the purchaser at the price of $2,009.99. 

_ The defendant did not comply with the terms, and afterwards nepu: 

diated his purchase altogether. 

On 10 March, the administrators made report of the fact, and asked 
for another sale, which was made the day following.. At the second 
_ sale the land brought $1,635, and this bid, the terms being complied with, 
was reported and confirmed on 18 May, and the title directed to be made | 
when all of the purchase money was paid. 

The administrators alone bring the presént action against the first 
bidder, the defendant, to recover in damages the sum of $374.99, the 
difference 4 in the bids, lost by the defendant's refusal to take the ‘land 
at his own bid. — - 

The defendant demurs to the complaint, as follows: 

“The defendant, without waiving the many inaccuracies in the state- 

ment of the facts, and the omissions to state others, demurs to the com- 

plaint, for that it does not show a cause of action against the defendant, 
in this: 

(262) 1. If they were. entitled to any relief, it should have been 
asked in the proceeding to sell the land for assets, and they 

cahnot institute a new action for the same. | 

2, According to their own showing, the alleged sale to defendant 
was not confirmed and ratified by the court and defendant’s. bid ac- 
cepted. 

3. They do not allege that any rule or notice was served upon defend- 
_ ant to show cause why he should not comply with the alleged terms of 
sale, or in any other way give him a day in court. | 

4, That the alleged sale, according to plaintiffs’ own showing, was not 
in such manner and form as to bind him under the statute of frauds. 

Wherefore defendant demands judgment whether he shall be com- 
_ pelled to answer the facts alleged in the complaint, and that plaintiffs’ 
action be dismissed and defendant recover his costs.” 

Upon the hearing, the court sustained the demurrer, dismissed the 
action, and adjudged costs to the defendant, and the plaintiffs appealed 7 
to this Court. 


L. M. Scott for plaintiffs. | - ow S 
No counsel for defendant. =—— is - 
212 


N.C] —. FEBRUARY TERM, 1887, 


~ Hupson v. Cosre, 


 Smrru, C. J., after stating the facts: We concur with the judge in 
the opinion that the action cannot be maintained, and that if the plain- 
tiffs (if they, instead of the heirs, are entitled to recover the loss), 
have misconceived the mode of reaching the fund, in resorting to an 
independent action, the proper remedy must be sought in: a proceeding 
in the cause, and to-this end the first bid should have been accepted ' 
by the court, and the contract thus consummated. That this is the course 
to be pursued in equity is not disputed by appellants’ counsel, and is 
fortified fully by precedents. Nor has the statute of frauds 

any application to judicial sales, as is held in case of ATO v. (263) 
Pratt, 1D. & B. Eq., 626. : 

Numerous adjudications have established the general proposition, 
that where relief can be had in a pending cause, i¢ must be there sought. 
Murrill v. Murrill, 84 N. C., 182, and many other cases. 

In Rogers v. Holt, Phil. Eq., 108, Battle, J., cites Singletary v. 
Whataker, and Cotton, Hx parte, in the same volume, at pages 77 and 79, 
and asserts the proper practice in this language: “These cases assert 


_ the power of the.Court of Equity, upon petition for the sale of land 


for the benefit of infants, to compel the purchaser by orders made in the 
cause, to perform specifically has contract of purchase,” ete. 

- Even if a bond had been given for the purchase money, it is held in 
Council v. Rwers, 65 N. C., 54, that a separate action cannot be . 
prosecuted to enforce payment, but that the remedy is in an order in 
the pending cause, and that this objection to jurisdiction may be taken 
on appeal, or the court may act ex mero motu. 

The method of procedure is particularly pointed out by the late Chief 
Justice in these words: “The orderly mode of proceeding was for the 
court to accept the bid of Coffield and Barnhill, by confirming the 
contract of sale, and then upon the matter set out in the report, to 
enter a rule against them, to show cause why they should not be re- 
- quired to comply with the terms of sale.” He then proceeds to suggest 
that the purchasers may be decreed, (1) to specifically perform their 
contract: or (2) the land may be ordered to be sold and the purchaser 
released; or (3) without releasing the purchaser, such second sale may be 
directed, the purchasers undertaking, as a cotidition precedent to such 
order, to pay the additional costs, and make good any deficiency pro- 
duced thereby. The ruling appealed from in that case, was that - 
without the confirmation the land be resold and the purchasers _ 
pay the difference, if any, in the sales, and the order was set (264) 
aside and the ruling reversed. | 

The form of the present proceedings is essentially equitable, and must | 
involve, when necessary to accomplish its. purposes, the exercise of 
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similar powers. It could never have been intended by the Legislature 
to confer the jurisdiction, and leave the court without the means of 
making it effectual and complete. The application is in the Superior 
Court, the clerk exercises jurisdiction, and any question of law or fact 
may ie referred to the judge or jury. There is no impediment sug- 


gested in the way of the exercise of all the functions petit to the 


case, and to a full and final determination. 
There i is no error. J udgment affirmed. 


No error. | | med. 


Cited: Marsh v. Newoeke:. 199 N. C., 419; Crawford + v. Allen, 180 
N. C., 246; oe Coal Co., 183 N. 0, 586. 


a 


SAM'L aria ashe ADMINISTRATOR, v. HARPER WILLIAMS ET AL. 


Res Judicata—Motion am the Cause. 


. Where the subject-matter of an action has been once dateemied by the court, 
a new action will not be entertained in regard to it. If for any reason 
the former judgment ought to be set aside, it can only be done by a motion 
in the cause for that purpose if the action is still pending, and if it has 
been determined and come to an end, then by a new action to: directly 
attack it. : 


(Miller v. Frezor, 82 N. C., 192; Cie », Stancill, 76 N. C., 369; ng v. Jarratt, 
OF N. ©., 448; cited and approved.) : 


cae ACTION, tried beter Clark, iz, at ‘November Term, 1886, of 
Duriin Superior Court. | 
The defendant Thomas J. Carr, sheriff of Duplin County, and having 
in his hands executions against Samuel Houston, the intestate of the 
plaintiff, on the 4th Monday of September, 1862, by virtue 

: (265) thereof, sold at public sale according to law, a tract of land 
| belonging to the judgment debtor to the defendant Harper Wil- 
liams at the price of $5,000, bid by him. The purchaser paid of his bid 
to the sheriff $809.09, a sum sufficient to satisty the executions and costs 
and no more, retaining the remainder in his hands, $4,190.91, to be 
accounted for with the said Houston, as appears from the return made 
on the said executions. The deed conveying the land to the purchaser 
was made in 1869, the debtor in the meantime remaining in the occu- 
pation of the land, Beproeniee by the present ee to contain 730 
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acres, and to be of the value, in good money, of the sum at which it was 

bid off. At the time of executing the deed, the said Williams gave him 
a bond of indemnity against. any liability he might incur to the said 
Houston by reason of his conveying the title. The present suit was 
commenced on 5 November, 1884, against the defendants by the plain- — 
tiff, as administrator of Houston, to recover the amount of the unpaid 
| purchase money thus alleged in the complaint to be unlawfully with- 
held from him by combination between them. 

The answer does not controvert the material allegations of fact made 
in the complaint, but sets up as a defense, the institution in 1871, of a 
suit by Williams against Houston for the recovery of possession of the 
premises, averring himself to be the owner in fee, pending which, a 
reference under a rule of court was made to arbitrators, who made their 
award and returned it to court, where it was confirmed, and the contro- 
versy between the parties in regard to the matters involved in the 
present suit settled and finally adjudicated. - 

Upon the present trial it appeared that a motion was entered by 
- Houston, for reasons set out in affidavits by himself and one Peter H. 

Albertson, and resisted in counter affidavit of Williams, to recall and 
set aside ‘the interlocutory order of reference and the report and its 
confirmation, upon which it does not appear what, if any, action 
-was taken by the court. To sustain the bar of a former adjudica- (266) 
tion, the defendant exhibited a record of the suit in ejectment, in 
which appears this entry at Fall Term, 1871: 

“This cause is referred to James M. Sprunt and A. G. Moseley, with 

power to choose an umpire, in case of disagreement, and their award, or 
that of their umpire, is to be the judgment of this court.” 
_ The referees, not controlled by the pleadings usual in an action of the 
kind, but in order to a settlement of the conflicting demands of the par- 
ties as to the subject-matter in controversy, and the title acquired at the 
sheriff’s sale, returned their award to this effect: _ 

“That there is due from Houston to Williams, $874.09 (paid by the 
latter to the sheriff), with interest, secured by the land conveyed by the 
sheriff, and if said sum be not paid in 90 days, the clerk to be required 
to sell the land for cash, and satisfy it, and if paid within the time speci- 
fied, the said Williams is to reconvey to Houston by a quitclaim deed.” 
The record stops with an order of confirmation, there having been no 
exceptions to the report, entered at Fall Term, 1872; for what reason 
the cause was discontinued from the docket does not appear. 

_ The plaintiff further offered to show, that after confirmation of the 
referees’ award, Williams brought another action against Houston, in 
which he had judgment, and was put in possession of the land. | 
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The court being of opinion that the former action could not be im- 
peached collaterally in the way pROpoeeG: excluded the proof. and the 
- plaintiff excepted. _ 

The plaintiff then asked to Gage the oe cause , reinstated on the 
docket, to be proceeded with as.if no discontinuance had intervened, and | 
this was refused as not constituting any part of the present action, and 

_for that no notice of the motion had been given. 3 
(267) The court thereupon intimated an opinion that the plain 
could not maintain his action until the confirming decree or 
order was put out of the way, by motion in the cause, or an independent 
action assisting it; in submission to which the plaintiff suffered a non- 
suit and pppeded: 
Thereupon the defendants. proposed to supply the ae in the feed: 


' by showing a sale by the clerk, in pursuance of the decree, of said land 


a report and confirmation, and to prove the final decree by affidavit. The 
proposal was not entertained and the evidence not received, forasmuch 
as the cause had come to an end the judgment of nonsuit. 


| HL R. K. ornegay Soe plaintif’... 
Hf. E. Paison and, A.W. aywood for defendants. 


Saairu, C. J., tise stating the facta: In all these beaneneuons. growing | 
out of the sale. of the intestate’s large and valuable tract of land, it is 
nowhere suggested that any part of the purchase money, beyond that 
used in payment of the executions, has been paid by the defendant. Wil- 
liams to any one, and yet he claims the entire property as his own. It 
may be, that the clerk sold and he purchased for a sum only sufficient to 
pay his own claim and the costs attending the action. But of this there 
-was.no proof received or preferred at the trial. Williams may have 
acquired the legal title and extinguished the plaintiff’s claim to any of 
the large surplus produced by the sheriff’s sale. 

Assuming that the record concludes with the confirming decree and 
contingent order of resale upon the default of the intestate, the action 
is incomplete, and should, even after such lapse of time, be reinstated on 
the docket and proceeded with, as if no such interruption had taken 
place, by executing the order of sale, as was done in Miller v. Frezor, 
82 N. C., 192. If the cause, however, has been carried on to its final 

consummation, then, as suggested by the court, the only redress 

(268) for wrong done the intestate’s estate, would be found in a new 

action impeaching the decree or judgment, if sufficient grounds 

therefor exist. But whether any, or what remedies remain, it is mani- 

fest the present suit cannot be sustained, because the subject-matter. of it 

has been passed upon and adjudged, and the rights of the parties de- 
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“ieeaied in the prior suit. This is so upon principle, and is so em- . 
| phatically declared in Gay v. Stancill, 76 N. C., 369, and more recently 
in Long v. Jarratt, 94 N. C., 448, in affiemaniea of the maxim, nemo 
- debet bis vexari pro una et ee ee causa, as to need no further remark. 
The affidavits used upon the motion to vacate the reference and judg- 
ment, were wholly irrelevant to the present trial to affect the rights of © 
the parties, and would -be only competent as admissions upon some dis- 
puted matter of inquiry. 

Nor was there any error in rejecting the record evidence of the second 
ejectment suit, offered to impeach the action of the court in the first, 
since it is not competent to do so in the present action; nor, for a fie 
_ Teason, in. denying the motion to bring forward that aihiiehed suit, and 
thus introduce in this, matter foreign to its purpose. 

These rulings aré correct, and the judgment of nonsuit must stand. 
It j is so adjudged. / ot | 

No error. | eG oh Sue ‘Aineraed: 


Cited: Wilson v. Chichester, 107 N. C., 391. 


JOHN A. BOGGAN v. CALVIN HORNE. 


Evidence—Judge’s C harge. 


1. Where the question in issue is the value of a horse, the plaintiff may testify 
what he gave for the horse, as the actual purchase at the price is an act 
done in pursuance of an opinion, and gives greater force to it. 


2. Where a book containing entries not.in the plaintiff's handwriting is offered 
by the defendant, the evidence is competent when the defendant testifies 
that the entries were made by persons from whom he got the merchandise, 

‘under instructions from the plaintiff, and when he further testifies that 
. the book contains everything he got from the plaintiff. 


3. Where any part of the judge’s charge is excepted to, the exception should 
- point out specifically wherein the error consists. 


(McPeters v. Ray, 85 N. C., baa Bost v. Bost, 87 N. C., ATT; cited and ap- 
prance: ) 


‘Owin ACTION, tried betes MacRae, J., and a jury, at oe (969) 
Term, 1885, of Anson Superior Court. 
_ There was.a judgment for the defendant and the plaintiff eppeaed 
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A. W. Haywood for plaintiff... 
John D. Shaw for defendant. 


Samiru, C. J. This action is to recover possession of a bale of cotton, 
a horse, and a wagon, claimed under a chattel mortgage made by the 


defendant to the plaintiff, in January, 1882, to secure a note of $75, due _ | 


on 1 October thereafter. -The property is described in the deed as a 
“one-horse wagon, one gray horse, and all my crops of every kind, raised 
by me during the year 1882,” of which the bale claimed formed a part. 


Under the auxiliary process of claim and delivery, provided in The _ 


- Code, sec. 331 and following, the articles were seized by the sheriff and 
- delivered to the Plaintit, who sold them and appropriates the proceeds 
to his own use. 

It is unnecessary to advert to the pleadings, further than to say that 
the defendant alleged that he had paid the secured debt and discharged 
the mortgage. The jury upon issues submitted to them say: (1) That 
the plaintiff is not entitled to any of the goods seized; (2) that the de- 

fendant did not wrongfully detain them; and (3) that the value 

(270) of the cotton is $42.50,. of the horse $25, of the wagon $22.50; 

| and that (4) the compromise and settlement set out in the com- 

plaint, as entered into since the commencement of the action, was not 
made. 

Upon the trial the plaintiff took two exeeptions to evidence offered 

and admitted against his objection. 

"Exception 1. The defendant in his testimony said: “The horse was 
worth about $75,” and that he “gave that for him. 4 The exeepucn is to’ 
the latter part of the statement, 

If authority were necessary, our own fling upon the sonaeetahoy of 
such evidence in the case of McPeters v. Ray, 85 N..C., 462, disposes of 
the question, and we may consider that as an estimate of value, and not. 
an opinion expressed. The actual purchase at the price is an act done 
in pursuance of an opinion and imparts greater force to it. In Small v. 
Pool, 8 Ired., 47, it was held competent to prove what the plaintiff gave, 
and what he ‘sold an alleged unsound slave for, in estimating damages in 
an action of deceit. 

Exception 2. In the course of tiie defendant’s examination on nee own ~ 
behalf, a book was produced and identified as belonging to the defendant 
(who could not read), in which were entered advances made to the de- 
-fendant, some of them in the plaintiff’s own handwriting. The items in 
the hook were read, the plaintiff objecting to any of them going to the 
jury not written down by himself. This was during the examination of 
the defendant, a witness for himself, and he testified that he “kept this 
book for the law. Some things plaintiff put down on it himself. As to 
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the others, plaintiff gave defendant orders, and told him to tell the clerk 
to put the things down when defendant got them, and the clerk did put 
them. down when the defendant got them, and this book contains all that 
defendant got.” 

Again he repeats, “this book contains everything defendant got fee 
plaintiff,” reiterating the manner in which the entries were made by 

merchants who filled the orders. Certainly this meets the objec- 
tion, for the fact of receiving these advances by the defendant ( 271) 
and that they are all that were made by the plaintiff, of which 
the entries were memoranda to preserve their accuracy, 1s sworn to and 
proved independently; such evidence 1s clearly proper, and the exception 
to the ruling untenable. 

The ee assigned in the motion for a new trial “in instructions to 
the jury” is in terms too vague to be entertained. The assignment should 
specifically point out wherein the erroneous charge consists; and this rule 
of practice has been often asserted and its observance seanned. Bost v. 
Bost, 87 N. C., 477. 

There is no error and the judgment must be ier: 

Noerror. 7 - Affirmed, 


Cited: McKinnon v. Morrison, 104 N. C., 362; Perry v. Ins. Co.; 
187 N. C., 403; Wilson v. Scarboro, 169 N. C., 656; Canton v, Harris, — 
177 N. C., 14. 


DS. CAGLE v. W. N, PARKER, 
Easement-—License—I sed, wdge s Charge. 


1. wa easement can only be eruitad by a conveyance under seal, or by long 
user, from which such conveyance is presumed. 


2. Owners of land grant a license to other persons ‘‘to puild a mill and back 
water on us, so they don’t back on our bottoms’: Held (1) That the 
license is exceeded when the dam is raised to such height that the water is 
ponded back so as to sob the “bottom” and render its drainage impossible, 
and make it unfit for cultivation, although it is not actually overflowed. 
(2) That it is erroneous for the court to instruct the jury “that damages 
would be recoverable only when the grant contained in the license was 
exceeded by ponding water on the ‘bottoms. acs 


3. That the plaintiff is entitled to have an issue submitted to the jury as to 
the amount of annual cemeaee caused by’ raising the dam above its 
original beight. . 
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(272)  Tuxis was a civil action, tried before Boykin, J., at the Fall 
Term, 1886, of Stanty Superior Court. 
There was a verdict and judgment for the defendants, from which the 
plaintiff appealed. 3 
The facts are sufficiently stated in the opEnon of the Court. 


J.-A. Lockhart for plaintiff. — 
Batchelor é Devereux and M. 8. Robbins for defendants, 


Davis, J. This was a civil action tried before Boykin, J., at Fall 
Term, 1886, of Stanly Superior Court. 

The plaintiff alleges that he is the owner of valuable land on Rocky 
River, in Stanly County; that the defendants own a mill about half a 
mile below this land, with a dam across the river; that for two. years 
previous to the bringing of this action the said dam has caused the | 
water to pond back on the plaintiff’s land, rendering it sobby and unfit 
for cultivation, and rendering valueless two springs on his land that 

_ were valuable to it, and causing other damage to his land. 

The defendants answer and say that as to the allegation that the 
plaintiff owns the land mentioned in his complaint, they have not 
sufficient knowledge or information to form a belief; that they are the 
owners of a mill on Rocky River, but whether it is a half a mile below 
plaintiff’s land they do not know, nor do they know that the plaintiff has 
any land on Rocky River. The other allegations of the complaint they 
deny. This action was commenced at Spring Term, 1880, and at Spring 
Term, 1885, by leave of the court, the defendants amended their anew ees 
setting forth therein the following license, to wit: 


“6 October, 1860. iow all men by these presents, that we, the under- 
signed, Temperance Austin and C. S. Austin, do give to Sidney Parker 
and W. N. Parker full privilege to build a mill and back water 
(278) on us, so that they don’t back on our bottoms, for we are the 
owners of the land above: if they put the dam down near the 
mouth of the race, where they say they will put it, for we claim no 
damages on them. 
( Signed) ure a Avsrry. 
(Signed) ©. S. Austin. 
Signed, seats in ene presence of : eS a 
W.N, Parse.” — 


“The plaintiff contended that the instrument pleaded as a license 
does not, in law, convey an easement, and that as a contract there is no 
consideration to puppers it; that the same is not binding on the plaintiff, 
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and does not operate against him, and he also denied the execution of the 
writing by Temperance and C. §. Austin. These contentions were over- 
ruled and the plaintiff excepted.” It is conceded that the plaintiff de- 
rived title through the Austins, by deeds dated respectively 18 January, 
1874, and 2 February, 1875, and took possession about the date of the 
execution of the deeds. 

_ It was conceded that there was a Sati in existence at the mill for 
some years prior to the plaintiff’s purchase, and of which he had knowl- 
edge, “and there was evidence tending to show that after he became the 
owner of the land, the defendants repaired the dam and erected it to a 
greater height than it formerly was.’ 

The plaintiff insisted that he was entitled to recover Sama by reason. 
of this increased height of the dam, and asked the court to submit the 
following 1 issue : : 
What is the amount of annual een sustained by plaintiff by 
reason of the erection and raising of the new dam higher than the one 
erected and in existence at the time of the eee entering into pos- 
session of the land claimed by him ?” 

The court declined to submit this issue, and stated that it was (274) 
covered by the second issue submitted. The rouowing 1 issues were 
submitted by the court: 

1. Did Temperance and C. S. Austin both execute the iene cates 
6 rele al 18602 
2. If so, have the aefindlants exceeded their license by ponding water 
on ae bottom. lands of plaintiff ? 

3. What is the amount of annual damage to ie e plain by reason of 
the erection of defendants’ dam ? | | 

The plaintiff excepted to the first and deena’ issues, 

The record does not set out the evidence in regard to the execution of 
the instrument relied on as a license, and we must assume that its execu- 
tion was duly proved. It is clear that it does not convey an easement, 
for an easement can only be created by a conveyance under seal, or by 
long user, from which such a conveyance is presumed to ae been 
made. Whether the instrument executed by Temperance and C. S. 
Austin operated ag an irrevocable license, and, if so, whether the rights 
of the defendants under it are limited to the extent of its use by them 
under the dam as originally erected and kept up prior to the act com- 
plained of by the plaintiff in raising it higher, are questions which we 
need not consider, as the plaintiff is entitled to a new trial on account 
of the refusal of his Honor to submit the issue requested, and for im- 
proper instructions to the jury on the second issue, as submitted.. “The 
court instructed the jury that under the license, the defendants were 
authorized to erect the dam to any height, provided it did not, when so 
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erected, in any manner overflow the ‘bottoms’ mentioned therein, and 
that the increased height to which the dam was built by the defendants, 
after the plaintiff purchased the land, did not, of itself, entitle the plain- 
tiff to a verdict assessing damages, and that damages would be recover- 
able, only when the grant contained in the license was exceeded by pond- 

ing water on the ‘bottoms,’ upon the aspect of the case presented 
(275) to the court, and whether such ‘bottoms’ had been overflowed, 

was a question for the jury.” 

Even conceding (and upon that point we express no opinion), that 
the instrument relied on is an irrevocable license, it does not permit the 
defendants “to back water on the bottoms” of the plaintiff. The com- 
plaint is, that by the increased height of the dam, made seventeen years 
after the alleged license, the water is ponded “back on the plaintifi’s 
land, rendering it sobby and unfit for cultivation” and destroying valua- 
ble springs. <A fair and reasonable construction of the instrument, if 
eapable of a sensible construction, would not permit the dam to be 
erected to such a height as to destroy by sobbing, the bottoms of the 
plaintiff. The language is, “privilege to build a mill and back water on 
us so they don’t back on our bottoms.” Is it not clear that it was the 
purpose of the parties to limit the privilege, so that the bottoms should 
not be damaged or destroyed in value? It appears that the privilege 
was so used, from the time the dam -was originally erected down to a 
short period before the bringing of this action in 1880, as not to cause 
any complaint of injury to the bottoms. If, by the increased height. of 
the dam, the injury resulted to the plaintiff’s land, by sobbing and de- 
stroying its value, though not actually overflowed, he was entitled to 
damages. It was not necessary that the land should be actually over- 
flowed and covered by the water. If so ponded back as to sob the soil 
and render its drainage impossible, the plaintiff has a right to damages . 
for the injury sustained, and he was entitled to the issue which was 
refused, without deciding that the instrument set out in the answer was 
in any way binding upon the plaintiff. We are of opinion that the court 
erred in refusing to submit the’issue requested by the plaintiff, and also 
in the instructions given to the jury as to the extent of the defendants’ 
rights under the alleged license. 

The plaintiff is entitled to a new trial. Let this be certified. 

Error. 7 | | : , Venere de novo. 


Cited: Wilhelm v. Burleyson, 106 N. C., 389; Hall v, Turner, 110 


N..C., 306; Mullen v. Canal Co., 180 N. C., 502; “Tise v. Whitaker Co., 
144 N. C., 513; Davis v. Robinson, 189 N. C., 600. 
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| (276) 
B. J. LILLY v. JOHN E. WEST, Execuror. 


Statute of Limitation—Lien of Judgment. 


1. The expiration of ten years after a judgment is docketed is equally a bar 
to an action, on such judgment, and to a motion to revive it, being dor- 
mant, so that execution may issue on it. 


2. The lien of a judgment expires at the end of ten years from the time it is 
docketed. The only provision which extends this time is that contained 
in ©. C. P., sec, 254; The Code, sec. 435, 


(Murchison v. Williams, 71 N. C., 185; Mauney v. Holmes, 87 N..C., 428; 
Sawyer v. Sawyer, 83 N. C., 321; McDonald v. Divon, 85 N. C., 248, and 
87 N. C., 404; Lytle v. Lytle, 94 N. C., 683; cited and approved.) 


Tuis was a civil action, tried before Clark, J:, at October Term, 1886, 
of Sampson Superior Court. | 

Judgment was rendered in favor of the plaintiff, from which the de- 
fendants appealed. The facts are sufficiently stated in the opinion of 
the Court. 


Ernest Haywood and H. EF. Faison for plenty: 
J. 8. Stewart for defendant. 


Smitu, C. J. The partnership firm of H. & E. Lilly, in an action 
instituted upon a promissory note executed by R. C. Lee & Co. and W. P. 
Beaman for $1,452.99, dated 27. March, 1861, and due at two months, 
recovered judgment which was docketed on 1 November, 1789, against 
the defendants R. C. Lee, W. P. Beaman, Noel Jones and Blackman 
Lee, the members constituting R. C. Lee & Co., and the said W. P. 
Beaman, personally. Blackman Lee died on 30 August, 1877, and the de- 
fendants in this action became by appointment under his will his execu- 
tors, and qualitied as such. On 31 October, 1879, the plaintiffs caused 
notice to issue to William Daughtry, administrator of said R. C. 

Lee, who had meanwhile died intestate, W. P. Beaman, Noel (277) 
Jones and the said John E. West and ie Williams, executors of 
Blackman Lee, to show cause before the clerk why ‘leave to issue execu- 
tion in enforcement of their judgment should not be given. The motion 
for leave was heard on 29 December, 1879, the executors making no 
resistance thereto, and the clerk allowed execution to issue within three 
years thereafter, against all except the said Noel Jones, who pleaded his 
discharge in bankruptcy, and as to him it was refused. 

On 12 May, 1881, the present suit was commenced by the plaintiff 
coupe i the progress of which the name of Henry Lilly as a co-plaintiff 


208 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [97 


LILtLy v. WEST. 


was stricken out) against the defendants, said executors, and the devisees 
and heirs at law of the testator Blackman Lee, to whom, it is alleged, real 
estate has come, subject to the lien of the judgment, and to enforce the 
same according to C. CO. P., Title XIV, ch. 2, secs. 318 to 324 then in 
force but not brought forward i in The Code. 

A series of answers were put in, in all of which, among other de- 
fenses, specially relied on by some of the defendants also, they rely upon 
a lapse of ten years as a bar to the action, and, except one answer, the 
extinction of the judgment lien by expiration of time during which it 
continues in force. It does not appear that any execution did issue 
within the three years next after the order of the clerk, nor indeed at 
any time before the bringing of the present suit, whose manifest ' purpose 
is to uphold the judgment lien by the issue of process to sell the testa- 
tor’s land; and so the judgment rendered directs the issue of execution 

“against the real and personal estate of Blackman Lee, at the date of 
| docketing the saad judgment.” Was the judgment, overriding both de- 
fenses arising out of the lapse of time, regular and right upon the facts 
stated? This is the inquiry presented in the defendants’ appeal. The 
argument in support of the ruling attempts to eliminate from the count 

of time the three years from the grant of letters testamentary or 
(278) of administration before which an action could be begun, insist- 

ing that suspending interval interrupted the’ running of the 
statute as well to the lien as to the remedy. C. C. P., sec. 319. The 
only provision, which occurs to us, as having the effect of prolonging the 
lien, is found in section 254 of C. OC. P., which declares that “the time 
during which the party recovering or owning such judgment shall be, or 
shall have been, restrained from proceeding thereon by an order of in- 
junction or other order, or by the operation of any appeal, shall not 
constitute any part. of the ten years aforesaid as against, ete.; and fur- 
ther, that when on such an appeal, undertaking is given, as is requisite 
to stay execution, and an entry on the docket of such judgment made, the 
lien “shall cease, during the pendency of such appeal, to be a lien on the 
real property of the judgment debtor as against purchasers and mort- 
gagees in good faith.” Section 254. None of these circumstances inter- 
pose in the. present case, and we by no means concur in the suggestion 
that the vitality of the lien is extended by the limitations in the section | 
authorizing this proceeding. The creditor is not deprived of his remedy 
and compelled to wait.. He has direct access to the personal representa- 
tive and the estate in his hands, and if, by reason of the insufficiency of 
the personal assets, resort must be had to the land, the len will be | 
recognized and the creditor will be first entitled to have his judgment 
satisfied out of the proceeds of the land to which the lien adheres. Mur- 
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chison v. Willams, 81 N. C., 185; Mauney v. Holmes, 87 N. C., 428; 
Sawyer v. Sawyer, 83 N. C., 321, 

The repeal of the act giving a direct ronedy. against a deceased _ 
debtor’s land transmitted with the encumbrance, indicates an intention 
to leave the administration entirely in the hands of the representative, 
and the repealed provisions merely added to the creditor’s remedies in 
case of delay, and even then the representative is before the court, so 
that if he has applicable and unappropriated assets, he may be. 
compelled to pay the debt and pro tanto exonerate the descended ( 279) 
and devised lands. 

The ten years from the docketing of the judgment expired, even if 
the reckoning excludes the interval from that period to the first day of 
January, 1870, which result we do not mean to admit is produced by 
the suspension of the running of the statute of limitations, before the 
summons issued in the present case, and this is lost by the efflux of time. 

But not less fatal is the objection founded on the limitation put upon 
the remedy. The bar is as effectual when it can be interposed by plea 
or answer to a motion to revive a dormant judgment that execution may 
issue, as to an independent action upon the judgment itself. McDonald 
v. Diwon, 85 N. C., 248, reheard and reported in 87 N. C., 404. Nor is 
it suggested that its running is arrested upon any of the grounds men- 
tioned in C. C. P., ch. 3, secs. 41 to 54 inclusive. 

There was error therefore in adjudging that process issue to enforce 
the expired lien, or that execution should issue at all. | 

It is true the validity of the judgment is preserved by frequent issues 
of executions, and may be sued out and acted on without regard to the 
lien, so as to subject such property of the judgment debtor as was liable 
to seizure and sale, but even this is lost as to the land after the death 
of the debtor. Sawyer v. Sawyer, 83 N. C., 321; Lytle v. Lytle, 94 
N. C., 683. 

The judgment must be reversed, and a new trial awarded, to which 
end this will be certified. 

Error. | Venere de novo. 


Cited: Adams v. Guy, 106 N. C., 277; Mcllhenny v. Savings Co., 108 


N. C., 312; Smith, ex parte, 134 N. CG. 501; Tarboro v. Pender, 153 
N. C., 480. , 
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(280) ; . 
ELIZA A, YOUNG y. LEVI HERMAN, ADMINISTRATOR. 


Parent and Child—Implied Promisé—Presumption. 


1. When a child, after arrival at full age, continues to reside with and serve 
the parent, the presumption is that such services were gratuitous. 


2. But this presumption may be rebutted by proof of facts and circumstances 
which show that such was not the intention of the parties, and raise a 
promise by the parent to pay as much as the labor of the child is reason- 
ably worth. | _ 

(Williams v. Barnes, 3 Dev., 348; Hudson v. Lutz, 5 Jones, 217; cited and 
approved. Hauser v. Sain, 74 N. C., 552; cited.) _ 


THis was a civil action, tried before Clark, J., at the August ‘Term, 
1886, of Carawpa Superior Court. 

The plaintiff is the daughter of the intestate of the defendant, and 
brought this action. to recover compensation for services which she 
alleges she rendered her father in his lifetime while she continued to live 
with him next after she became twenty-one years of age, as his daughter. 
She does not allege an express promise on the part of her father to pay 
her compensation, nor facts tending to prove such an implied promise, 
_ other than that she was of age at the time she did the service alleged 
and that the same was very burdensome and much of it disagreeable. 

The following is so much of the case settled on appeal as it is material 
to set forth here: 

“Tt was in evidence by the plaintiff herself, that she was the daughter 
of defendant’s intestate; that she has never been married; that she is 
now about forty years of age, and that she lived continuously from her 
birth with her father to the date of his death, in the latter part of the 
year 1885; that her mother died about four years ago; that her father’s. 

mind has been unsound since some time soon after her mother’s 
(281) death; that he never made any agreement or contract to pay her 

anything; that she continued’to live as a member of the family, 
_ eating at the common table, and that at the time of her mother’s death 
her father owned a small tract of land worth about § ........... , some cattle, 
household and kitchen furniture and about $350 in money; that in the 
latter part of his life her father became feeble in body and mind and 
’ required a good deal of attention, and had to be waited upon as a child; 
that he had to be undressed and washed by her, sometimes as often as 
three or four times a day, and that she had a great deal of filthy and 
unpleasant work to do for him, as he was imbecil; that she did all the 
cooking and caring for and waiting on the old man, whose condition was 
helpless; that her father was born in 1805; that all the property above 
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mentioned was consumed except. the land and about $50 worth of per- 

sonalty; that she considered her services worth $10 per month. There — 
was also other testimony as to the condition of the intestate’s mind and 
body, and as to the character of plaintiff’s services, some tending to show 
that he was able to labor and did some labor up to a short time before 
his death, and some tending to show on the contrary his total imbecility ; 
that nothing had occurred in the family to interrupt the relation between 


the father and daughter as they had existed during her infancy; and | 


that one of his other children assisted her on one occasion when the 
father was sick, though she alone remained at home.” 

There was a verdict and judgment for the plaintiff, from mee the 
defendant appealed to this Court. | 


No counsel for plaantiff. , 
M. L. McCorkle for defendant. 


Merrimon, J., after stating the facts: Generally, when one person has 
done labor or rendered valuable services for another at the latter’s 
request, either express or implied, the law implies a promise on (282) 
his part to pay the former reasonable compensation therefor. 
Ordinarily, in the course of the business relations of men, they serve each 
other for a valuable consideration, and hence, in the absence of an express 
promise to pay in such case, the person doing the services on the part of. 
him receiving the benefit, there arises a presumption. of such a promise. 

But such a promise is not implied in all cases where one person does 
service for another, although the latter takes, and intends to take and 
have, benefit from it. 

This presumption of fact may in some cases be rebutted, and when 
rebutted no such promise is implied, and no legal obligation to pay 
arises. Thus if the services were rendered as a pure gratuity or simply 
in discharge of a moral obligation, no such promise would be implied 
and no such presumption would arise. And so also, the relations of the 
partves may be such as to rebut such a presumption, as in case of parent 
and child. The law of nature imposes on the parent the duty to love, 
cherish, protect, help and encourage his offspring; to afford his children 
the benefits of family and domestic ties and proper training. To this 
end, he labors for his children. 

ee is not prompted by motives of gain from them, nor does he expect | 
or desire such compensation—the reward he wishes and hopes for is 
priceless and noble—it is, that his children shall fill the just measure of 
their being, and thus afford him gladness and satisfaction. 

And the same law imposes on children filial duty, that of love, grati- 
tude, obedience and reverence; and they are bound by the ties of nature, 
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to aid, by such labor and services as they can do, or otherwise, when 
need be, in the support of their parents, their home and family. Indeed, 
the father is entitled to the services of his child until he or she shall 
arrive at the age of twenty-one years. At that age the child 
(283) becomes emancipated, that is, at liberty to leave the father’s home, 
be free from parental control, and to seek his own fortune where 
and as he will, but such ties and obligations are not then completely 
broken. | : 
The child never ceases to owe his parents honor and reverence, and 
also, help, support and protection, when he or she needs these things, 
whether such wants be occasioned by misfortune or the infirmities of age. 
Such duties and obligations are founded in nature, and it is not to be 
presumed that they are abandoned. Hence, if the child, though of the 
age mentioned, shall continue to live with the father as a member and 
part of his family, and shall labor for, or render services to the father, 
without any agreement or understanding as to pecuniary compensation 
therefor, the law does not raise the presumption of a promise to pay for 
the same, and the child cannot maintain an action against the father in 
that respect. 

In such case the presumption is, that the parties do not contemplate 
or expect the payment of wages on the part of the parent, or payment 
for board, lodging, apparel and the hke on the part of the son or 
daughter. 

This is the orderly course of the natural relation of parent and child; 
the law favors. and takes notice of it, and does not hasten to conclude 
that they intend to treat each other as debtor and creditor; it presumes 
the contrary. But such presumption is not conclusive; it may be re- 
butted and the reverse of it established by proof of an express or implied _ 
agreement to the contrary. Such implied agreement may appear from 
facts and circumstances which show that both parties at the time the 
labor was done, or the services were rendered, contemplated and intended 
that pecuniary recompense should be made for the same. The mere fact 
that the child on attaining his majority, continued to labor for the 
parent as a member of the family for a long while, or that he did bur- 

densome and disagreeable labor, is not sufficient evidence of itself 
(284) to prove an implied promise to pay wages for it, although the 

extraordinary character of the labor might be pertinent evidence 
in aid of other competent evidence to raise such implication. Such 
implied promise may be proven by pertinent declarations of the parties 
in the presence of each other, and facts and circumstances inconsistent 
with a purpose on the part of the parent and child that the latter should 
labor simply as a member of the father’s family without wages for his 
labor, such as that the father had paid the child wages—had repeatedly 
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| done so—that the father declared his obligations and purpose to pay 
wages; had promised to do so; that the child had said in the presence of 
the father, that he was working for wages and the father did not dissent; 
that the child had taken a part of the crop, sold the same on his own 
account with the father’s knowledge and consent; that the child had paid 
for his own clothing, and the like evidence. Of course such evidence 
would be subject to proper explanation, and the opposing party might 
produce countervailing evidence. 

This seems to us to be a correct and reasonable statement of the rule 
of law applicable in this and like cases, although it must be conceded 
that there is some diversity of decision on the subject 

The great weight of authority in this and other States is in favor of 
the rule as we have stated it above. Its correctness is plainly and ap- 
provingly recognized by Ruffin, C. J., in Williams v. Barnes, 3 Dev., 
348; and afterwards, by Pearson, C. J., in Hudson v. Lutz, 5 Jones, 
217. The case of Hauser v. Sain, 74 N. C., 552, however, seems to be in 
conflict with what is said in the cases cited above, although the learned 
Chief Justice who delivered the opinion of the Court in that case, de- 
livered that in Hudson v. Lutz, supra. See Schouler on Dom. Rel., 269, 
and the numerous cases there cited. 

The court below simply told the jury “that when one person (285) © 
renders services to another, the law implies a promise to pay for 
the same what they are reasonably worth, and that the jury in passing 
upon the first issue, have the right to consider that the plaintiff was the 
daughter of the house, the manner in which she was boarded, provided 
for and treated, and if they believe that such board, treatment and pro- 
vision was what her services were reasonably worth, they should allow 
her nothing; but if from the old man’s mental and physical condition, 
they find that she rendered unusual and unpleasant services, and that 
these services were not compensated for by her board, treatment, etc., 
they could allow whatever such services were, according to the evidence, 
reasonably worth, during the three years before suit brought, over and 
above what Pee ed. . 

The court thus in effect ignored the relation of parent and child, and 
passed by the rule of law applicable, omitting any allusion to the im- © 
portant and pertinent question whether or not there was an agreement, 
express or implied, between the plaintiff and her father in his lifetime, 
that she should have pecuniary compensation for the labor she did. In 
this there is error. The jury should have been instructed substantially 
as indicated in this opinion. Indeed, the court might, if the whole of 
the evidence before the jury was sent up as part of the case on appeal, 
have told them that accepting the evidence as true, the plaintiff could 
not recover, and they ought to render a verdict in favor of the defendant. 
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There must therefore be a new trial. To that end let this opinion be 
certified to the Superior Court according to law. It is so ordered. 
Error. | New trial. 


Cited: Dodson v. McAdams, 96 N. C., 156, 7; Everett v. Walker, 109 
N. C., 182; Grant v. Grant, vbid., 714; Callahan v. Wood, 118 N. C., 
758; Hicks v. Barnes, 182 N. C., 150; Stallings v. Ellis, 186 N. C., 72; 
Dunn v. Currie, 141 N. C., 127; Wonkler v. Killian, tbid., 580; Lowrre 
v. Oxendine, 153 N. C., 269. 


(286) 
Z EF. LONG v. B. F. HALL anp OSCAR PEARSALL, Copartners, ETc. 


Levy—Judge’s Charge. 


1. To constitute a levy a seizure is necessary. If from the nature of the prop- 
erty, an actual seizure is impossible, some act as nearly equivalent to a 
seizure as practicable must be substituted for it. 


2. Where there is conflict between the testimony of the witnesses, if is error 
for the court to single out one witness and tell the jury “if you believe 
him” you must find in accordance with his testimony. 


3. Where the complaint alleges the conversion of seed cotton, the court ought 
to charge the jury that the plaintiff must show, by a preponderance of 
evidence, the conversion of such cotton; the failure to do so, when re- 
quested, is error. oo 


(Brem v. Allison, 68 N. C., 416; Anderson & Young v. . Mieaunboat Co., 64 N. C., 
399; Jackson v. Commissioners of Greene, T6 N. C., 282; Rives v. Porter, 
7 Ired., 74; 8. v. Poor, 4 D. & B., 384; cited and approved.) 


Tus was a civil action, tried before Boykin, J., at February Term, 
1886, of the Superior Court of Ricnmonp County, to recover the value 
of certain cotton mentioned in the complaint. 

The complaint, among other things, alleges in substance, that the 
plaintiff was the sheriff of Richmond County, and as such, had in his 
hands on 31 August, 1881, four executions, amounting in the aggregate 
to $693.51, issued from the Superior Court of Robeson County to the 
sheriff of Richmond County, in pursuance of judgments in favor of 
Wisenfield & Co., against one J. D. Jowers, obtained before a justice of 
‘the peace in Robeson County, and duly docketed in the Superior Courts 
of Robeson and Richmond counties. 

That on 2 September, 1881, the plaintiff levied said executions on ~ 
“about 9,000 pounds of seed cotton in gin-house and crib, the property 
of the said J. D. Jowers, the defendant in the execution,” and on 
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6 September he levied ‘on all the matured crop of cotton in field (287) 


at J. D. Jowers’, in Richmond County, adjoining the lands,” etc., 


and “that by virtue of said executions, levies and his office of sheriff of 
Richmond County, he took possession of said property, and became the 
legal owner thereof,” etc., and that afterwards the defendants wrongfully 
converted to their own use, about 7,500 pounds of said seed cotton, and 
about 2,500 pounds of the matured crop in the field. 

All the allegations of the complaint are denied by the defendants. 

The plaintiff offered in evidence duly certified transcripts of the Judg- 
ments, executions and levies 

John Leach, witness for the plaintiff, testified as follows: “I was liv- 
ing at Shoe Heel ; in 1881; was merchandising, the firm being McLean & 
Leach. The deputy sheriff (Morrison) went to Jowers’ place and levied 
upon cotton; we shipped the cotton to Hall & Pearsall (defendants), at 
least a portion of it—most of it to them; cotton was then worth 9 cents 
a pound, lint—seed cotton worth 3 cents a pound. To the best of my 
recollection, we shipped it all to them—45 or 46 bales. It was in the 
' seed when we got it, and we ginned and shipped it to Hall & Pearsall. 
This includes the growing matured crop. I don’t say they received all, 
but the bulk of the 9,000 pounds in the gin-house. We took the cotton 
because it belonged tous. We made advances to Jowers, and took three 
liens to secure us. We advanced $1,100 or $1,200 worth up to 2 Sep- 
tember, 1881. Jowers’ farm was one and one-half miles from Shoe Heel 
in Richmond and Robeson counties. Morrison came to Shoe Heel 2 Sep- 
tember, 1881. I saw him before he went to the farm; he said he came 
to levy upon the growing crop, but he did not think it was right, and 
he didn’t think he had a right to levy; that he would wait until he saw 
Mr. Shaw, who was then in New York. I saw Jowers before Morrison 
went out to the farm, and he turned over the crop to us; after 
that, we had control of the crop. I don’t know that Morrison (288) 
went over the crop. Jowers never had any control over the crop 
after he turned it over to us. I found 5,000 or 6,000 pounds in gin-house 
and crib on Jowers’ place, and carried it off three or four days after- 
wards from the gin-house. Morrison came to Shoe Heel two or three 
days afterwards. We found no one in charge of the cotton when we 
took it. I can’t say as to shipping the identical cotton in gin-house to 
Hall & Pearsall. The little crib looked as if it had been nailed and 
broken open. I can’t say as to the gin-house. After we got the cotton, 
we ginned and shipped it to Hall & Pearsall 1 in a few days, are to 
my best impression.” 

D. M. Morrison, witness for plaintiff, testified : “In 1881 I was deputy 
sheriff of Richmond County, and Z. F. Long was the sheriff; had the 
executions in my hands against Jowers—four of them; went £6 Jowers’ 
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place and I-vied on the seed cotton in the gin-house, and some I put in 
the crib; nailed one door of gin and locked the other, and fixed floor the 
best I could, and locked the crib. There were about 9,000 pounds seed 
cotton—didn’t weigh it—about 100 pounds in the crib; found cotton in 
gin-house on Jowers’ place; levied on it in gin-house on 2 September, 
1881, and levied on growing crop on the 4th or 5th after; had no con- 
versation with Leach before the levy; had a talk with him the second 
time I went to levy; didn’t tell him that I would not levy upon the grow- 
ing erop, except some corn, which was some time thereatter ; had no 
conversation with him as to the 9,000 pounds in gin. On the 4th or 
6th I levied on the growing crop. I had executions with me; found 
negroes in the field picking cotton, and drove them out, telling them I 
had executions and would levy, and they left. When I levied on the 
2d, I left the cotton in the gin-house—went to sell on the 22d of Sep- 
tember. My possession was as I told you. I went through the 

(289) field two or three different ways, told the hands I had executions 
in favor of Wisenfield & Co., against Jowers, and think I read 

them, and told them to leave, and they did so; they were colored people. 
Patterson, a white man, came out; they came outside of the field into a 
- little enclosure; don’t recollect that I examined cotton then; put nobody 
in charge of cotton in the gin, or of the growing crop,.after the levy. 
I went back to Rockingham, thirty miles from Jowers’ farm, after the 
levy. On day of sale, I sold growing crop, and MeNeill & McNeill, as 
attorneys for Wisenfield & Co., bought it and I delivered it to them. 
The cotton in the gin was not sold; only sold what was bought that 

day. 3? 

Louis Johnson testified, that McLean & Leach’ hired him to haul 
cotton, and that he got some out of the gin-house and some out of the 
crib from Jowers’ place. . . . Jowers opened the crib, but witness. 
did not know how. | | 

This was the case for the plaintiff. The defendant then offered in 
evidence three agricultural liens, executed by Jowers to McLean & 
Leach, copies of which are filed with the record, one for $700, dated 
1 April, 1881, recorded in Richmond 29 April, 1881, one for $700, 
dated 11 August, 1881, and recorded in Richmond 3 September, 1881, 
and one for $300, dated i April, 1881, and recorded 28 April, 1881, in 

Robeson County. 

John Leach testified for the defendants, that he was a member of the 
firm of McLean & Leach, and that Jowers’ farm was in Richmond and 
Robeson counties. . . . The gin-house, crib and cotton growing in 
the field were on the part in Richmond. McLean & Leach had advanced 
under the hens $1,699.12 to 1 October, 1881; had advanced $1,300 from 
1 April to 2 September. . . . Before the levy and before Morrison 
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went to the farm, Jowers had delivered the crop to McLean & Leach to 
satisfy their liens, and he then had nothing more to do with it. McLean 
& Leach gathered the crop. The cost of gathering and shipping 
were about $500. Advancements, costs of gathering, etc., were (290) — 
about $1,800 or $2,000. . . . Jowers did business in 1881 
in Shoe Heel, Robeson County; voted there; slept and ate there; has 
been there ever since in the same way; is now deputy sheriff of Robeson | 
County. . . . The crop was turned over to McLean & Leach on 
2 September, and they sent a man there the next day to take charge. At 
that time they had struck no balance to ascertain the amount due. No 
change was made in the manner of keeping account with Jowers. 
McLean & Leach were having the cotton picked in the field from 2 to 
22 September, the day of sale. . . . Jowers had but one house, and 
it was in Richmond County; he had charge of the place and called it. 
his home. He had no place in Shoe Heel of his own. He lost his home 
place a short time after this. Three issues were submitted to the jury: 
1. Is the plaintiff the owner of the property described in the com- 
plaint | | 

2. Did the defendants unlawfully and wrongfully convert to their 
own use 7,500 pounds of seed cotton, and 2,500 pounds of cotton growing 
and matured, levied on by plaintiff, or any part thereof ? 

3. If so, what damages did the plaintiff sustain ? 

Defendants asked his Honor to charge: 

1. If the jury believe that prior to 1881, J. D. Jowers had been a 
resident of Richmond County, the mere fact of his eating and sleeping 
at Shoe Heel would not of themselves divest him of. his residence in 
Richmond. 

2. If they believe that McLean & Leach and Jowers agreed on the 
property to be sold, the presumption is that the right of property passed 
at once, unless there be something to indicate the contrary intention; 
and this is so, although nothing is said about payment or delivery, and 
the property passed immediately to McLean & Leach. 

3. That plaintiff can only recover such an interest as Jowers (291) 
owned at the time of levy; and if prior to levy Jowers had bona 
fide transferred for value to McLean & Leach the crop described in the 

pleadings, the plaintiff cannot recover. 
4, If the jury believe that plaintiff, through his deputy Morrison, 
made a levy on the property, and afterwards abandoned the levy, he 
cannot recover in this action; that it was his duty to take actual posses- 
sion of the property in the gin-house and crib, and remove it to a place 
of safety, and if he failed to do so, the plaintiff cannot recover. 

5. That before plaintiff can recover, the jury must be satisfied from 
the evidence, that the cotton received by defendants, if they received 
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any, was the identical cotton levied on by Morrison, if he did make such 
levy, in the gin-house and crib on 2 September, 1881, and the same as 
to growing crops that were grown on Jowers’ farm in Richmond County, 
and gathered between 6 and 22 September, 1881. 

6. That as plaintiff alleges the conversion of seed cotton, he must 
prove that defendants received and converted seed cotton; if he fail to 
do so, he cannot recover. Proof that they received cotton in bale, or 
lint cotton, is not proof that they received and converted seed cotton. 

His Honor gave instructions 1, 2 and 4, with modifications, one of 
which was: “That if the jury believe that the plaintiff abandoned the » 
levy made on the property described in the complaint, then the plaintiff 
cannot recover, but that it was not the duty of the plaintiff to take © 
actual possession of the property, or to remove it. That the defendants 
contended that the plaintiff had abandoned the levy; but if the jury 
believe the facts in regard to the levy as testified to by Morrison, that 
there had been no abandonment of the levy; that if Morrison went there 
and took possession of the cotton in the gin-house and crib, and locked 

up the same and nailed the doors, and left it so and came to Rock- 
(292) ingham, with the intention of returning and selling the same, and 
did so return, this would not be an abandonment.” 

The other prayers for instructions were not given. 

The verdict was in favor of the plaints, and defendants moved for: a 
new trial: 

1. For refusal to give instructions asked for ey defendants. | 

2. For misdirection in the charge as given, and remark to juror at 
the conclusion of the charge. 

(This remark was in response to a question asked by a juror, “Sup- 
pose Jowers was not a resident of Richmond County at the time of the 
execution of the liens, but that before the levy he had turned the prop- 
~ erty over to McLean & Leach, for a debt due to them, what would be the 
effect of it?’ to which his Honor replied, “that he had already charged © 
them that they could not consider. that in this case, as the evidence did 
not present this view.’’) 

8. For expression of opinion, in that he titormed the jury that the 
levy had not been abandoned by the plaintiff. 

The motion for a new trial was overruled, and judgment given in 
favor of plaintiff on the verdict, from which defendants appealed. | 


T. A. McNeil for plaintiff. 
_W. H. Black and W. H.N eal for defendants. 


“Me 


Davis, J., after stating the facts: We need not consider ve alleged 


error, in the response of his Honor to the inquiry of the juror, nor the 
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questions raised by his refusal to give the third and sixth instructions 
asked for, as we are of opinion that the defendants are entitled to a new 
trial for error in -the charge complained of, and refusal to give the 
fifth prayer for instruction to the jury. 

His Honor seems to have assumed that thee was no ayidetes (2938) 
upon the question of levy and abandonment, except that con- 
‘tained in the. testimony of the witness Morrison, whereas the witness 
Leach testifies to a conversation with Morrison, in regard to the levy, in» 
which Morrison said he did not think he had a right to levy, and that he 
would wait until he saw Mr. Shaw, who was then in New York. Morri- 
son denies that he had any conversation with Leach before the levy. 
Leach further testifies, that before Morrison went out to the farm, 


Jowers had turned over the crop “to us,” meaning McLean & Leach, and _- 


that after that, they had the control of it. Where there are conflicting 
statements, as a rule, the judge ought not to single out a witness and 

say to the jury, “if you believe him, you must find in accordance with 
his testimony.” “There may be,” says Reade, J., in Brem v. Allison, 
68. N. C., 416, “cases where it would be proper, but generally it is safer 
to put the case to the jury upon all the evidence, with proper explana- 
tions.” See, also, Anderson & Young v. Steamboat Co., 64 N. CG, 406; 

Jackson v. Commissioners of Greene,.76 N. C., 282. 

If the witness Leach is to be believed, the property never was seized 
by the plaintiff. In Rives v. Porter, 4 Tred. 76, Ruffin, C. J., says: “It 
answers the purpose of giving notoriety to he levy, for the officer to 
take possession of the chattels on the premises, provided he remain there 
with them, so as to be in a situation to exercise that dominion which 
- owners in possession usually exercise.” Here the testimony of Leach 
would leave it in doubt whether the plaintiff ever had or exercised any 
dominion over the property. 

A seizure is necessary, and if from the nature of the property (as is 
the case with the growing crop, but not of the cotton in the gin and 
erib), an actual seizure be impossible, some act as nearly equivalent to 

a seizure as practicable, must be sabe inies for it. B. v. Poor, 4 D. & 
B., 385. 

The defendants were petit to re instructions asked for in (294) 
the fifth prayer. The complaint alleges the conversion by the 
defendants of seed cotton. There is no evidence that they ever received 
any seed cotton, but it is insisted that the baled cotton shipped to them 
by McLean & Leach was the same cotton, after it was ginned, which 
they (McLean & Leach) had gotten from the Jowers place. Whether. 
this was a fatal variance between the allegations of the complaint and 
the proofs, as insisted by the defendants, or not there was some question 
as to whether the cotton received by the defendants was the identical 
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cotton claimed to have been levied on by Morrison, and the defendants 
were entitled to have it considered by the jury. The witness Leach says 
(and his was the only testimony that in any way connected the defend- 
ants with the cotton), “we shipped the cotton to Hall & Pearsall (de- 
fendants), at least a ane of it—most of itto them. . . . To the 
best of my recollection we shipped it all to them—45 or 46 bales,’ and 
afterwards he says: “I cannot say as to shipping the identical cotton in 
the gin-house to Hall & Pearsall.” Forty-five or forty-six bales of cot- 
ton are many times greater, in quantity than the seed cotton claimed by 
the plaintiif would have yielded, and the only witness upon the point 
says that he cannot say that it included the identical cotton. It was the 
duty of the plaintiff to show, affirmatively, by a preponderance of evi- 
dence, that it was the identical cotton, and if the evidence presented any 
question on that point, it was for the jury to weigh and determine it. 
The defendants are entitled to a new trial. Let this be certified. 
Error. | New trial. 


Cited: Farthing v. Dark, 109 N. C., 299; Gregg v. Mallet, 111 N. ©,, 
79; Bowman v. Trust Co., 170 N. C., 303; 8. v. Moore, 192 N. C., 210. 


(295) | 
D. D. BURLEYSON ET AL. v. LLOYD WHITLEY. 


Will—Conditrional Devises—Lapsed Legacy. 


A testatrix gives and devises her whole estate for the support of her mother 
during her life. She further provides that “if L. W. will stay on my 
land and rent as much as he can well manage, and pay the customary © 
rent for mother E. M.’s support, so long as she lives, then at her death 

I give and devise to him, the said L. W., my Bird place, ete. . . . She 
further disposes of all that may be left at her mother’s death. Her mother 
died before the testatrix: Held, That the devise was for the benefit of 
the mother, and intended to be a remuneration for what the devisee might . 

do for her, and the devise falls with the object for which it was made. 


(Nunnery v. Carter, 5 Jones Hq., 870; Lefler v. Rowland, Phil. Eq., 143; Woods 
v. Woods, Busb., 290, Whitehead v. Thompson, 73 N. C., 450; McNeely v. 
McNeely, 82 N.. C. 183; Willons v. POreats 83 N. C., S71; cited and ap- 
proved.) 


Tuts was a civil action, tried before Boykin, J., at Fall Term, 1886, 
of Stranty Superior Court. 
236 
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The land in dispute belonged to Rebecca L. Mann, who died leaving a 
will, which was admitted to probate on 20 March, 1883. The se at 
made of her property therein are as follows: 
_“*T give and devise to my beloved mother, Elizabeth Mann, my whole 
estate, both personal and real, or for it to be put to the use of taking 
(“care of” evidently omitted ) ee She cannot manage it. I want my 
executor, Travis Redwine, to take my whole estate, both personal and 
real, in hand and pay himself out of it, and pay some person to take 
care of mother, Elizabeth Mann, and see that she is taken care of right. 
If one does not use her right, try another. Rent my land if you can 
her support. 

“If Lloyd Whitley will stay on my land and rent as much of it as he 
can well manage, and pay the customary rent for mother, Elizabeth 
Mann’s, support so long as she lives, then at her death, I give 
and devise to him, the said Lloyd Whitley, my Bird place, fifty- (296) 
seven acres of land, to have and to hold to him, the said Lloyd 
Whitley, I will and bequeath to him henceforth and forever; but if he 
does not rent and stay on my land so long as she lives, if any other 
person that she wants will rent it, then the same way, J then give and 
devise to them whosoever it may be, my Bird place, fifty-seven acres of 
land, to have and to hold to them forever. But if no one will not rent 
my land, sell it as she needs it. Sell the Bird place first and see that 
- mother is treated right and has plenty, so long as she lives. After pay- 
ing my executor, and mother has all she wants as long as she lives, then 
if there be anything yet left, it is then to be divided into five parts. I 
then give and devise to Louisa Burleyson two-fifths of it all, to have 
and to hold for her, the said L. A. Burleyson, I will and bequeath to 
her henceforth and forever. I then give and devise to Joseph S. Burley- 
son, one-fifth, to have and to hold to him, the said J. S. Burleyson, I will 
and bequeath to him henceforth and forever. I then give and devise to 
Elizabeth A. Burleyson one-fifth, to have and to hold to her, the said 
E, A. Burleyson, I will arid bequeath to her henceforth and forever. I 
then give and devise to sister Jane Burleyson one-fifth, to have and to 
hold to her, the said Jane Burleyson, I will and bequeath to her so long 
as she lives; then it is to be equally divided ‘between L. A. Burleyson, 

J. 8. Burleyson and EK. A. Burleyson. In witness,” ete. 
 . The agreed facts, out of which in the construction of the will the 
controversy arises, are these: 

The plaintiff, E. N. J. Burleyson, dtgnnied as sister Jane by the 
testatrix, is her sole heir at law as well as devisee, and the other infant 
plaintiffs, also devisees, are children of Jane. The defendant, at the . 
death of the testatrix, was residing on the Henry land, also belouging | 
to her but not specifically mentioned in the will, and five or six 
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(297) months afterwards moved to and has since occupied the Bird 
tract, to await the judicial construction of the clauses of the 
instrument relating to himself, and the determination of the question of 
title thereto. Elizabeth, the cies and Rebecca, the testatrix, died 
on the same day, the former two hours before the latter. © | 
If upon these facts, in connection with the proper interpretation of 
the will, the court shall be of opinion that the plaintiffs are entitled to 
recover ‘the land in defendant’s possession, then it is agreed anne eaee 
shall be entered for the plaintiffs, otherwise for the defendant. 
The court rendered judgment for the plaintiffs and the defendant ap- 
pealed. 


M.S. Robbins and 8. J. Pemberton. for plaintiffs. 
J. A. Lockhart for defendant. 


Surru, C. J., after stating the case: The instrument to be interpreted 
has been drawn by an unskillful hand, but it discloses throughout a pre- 
dominant purpose to make ample provision for the comfort and con- 
venience of the mother of the testatrix during her remaining life, and 
this even, if necessary, to the extent of consuming the entire estate. To 
assure care and attention to her wants, and the continued residence of 
the defendant upon another tract and an appropriation of rents for so 
much as he may be able to cultivate of it to the mother’s support, she 
devises at her mother’s death, the Bird tract to the defendant in fee 
simple. The defendant did remain on the land until the death of Eliza- 
beth, which occurred just before that of the testatrix, thus dispensing 
with the conditional requirements of the devise, or rather, rendering 
their performance impossible. 

Now under these circumstances, does the devise to the defendant fail 
altogether, or is it relieved of the super-imposed burdens and rendered 

absolute? This is the question to be solved. | 
(298) The inquiry is not embarrassed with the ruling in cases where 

a preceding limited estate to one, lapses by the donee’s death 
before that of the testator and lets in the remainder at once as a present — 
estate, as is ‘held in Billingsley v. Harriss, 17 Ala., 214. Here the bene- 
ficial purposes are united with the devise itself, the one being the con- 
sideration and inducement for the other. 
In Nunnery v. Carter, 5 Jones Eq., 370, the bequest was to a son, 
“provided he take care of his mother; if not, to be whose that does take 
care of her.” She died in the lifetime of the testator, her husband. It — 
was decided that “the legacy vested and was relieved of the burden im- 
posed by the event, for the reason that the condition was not the sole 
motive of the bequest.” Batile, J., in the opinion, quotes with approval 
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from. 2° Williams Executors, 786, in which the latter says, “with respect 
to conditions precedent which are impossible, a different rule is appli- 
cable to bequests of personal property from that which is prevalent 
respecting devises of realty.. By the common law of England, if a cond- 
tion precedent is impossible, as to drink up all the water in the:sea, the 


- devise will be void,” adding that, “when a condition precedent to the 


vesting of a legacy is impossible, the bequest is single, that is discharged 
of the condition,” etc. The Court however, annex .a further limitation, 
that the legacy will be “void only when the impossible condition i is the 
sole motive of the bequest.” 

his ruling was affirmed soon after in Lefler v. Rowland: Phil. Eq., 
143, where the testator left the greater part of his estate to his son, 
| coupled with the qualification that he “should live with me my lifetime 
and in case he will do so and help me pay all my just debts and demands 
against me and treat me and his mother with humanity and kind- 
ness,” ete. 

‘The son died ieioke the father, and it was declared that as “it (299) 
appears that the sole motwe with the testator for leaving the ~ 
greater part of his estate to his son John, to the exclusion of all his 

other children, was that John should live with him and help him pay 
his debts as well as treat his parents with ‘humanity and kindness,’ the 
intervention of the act of God rendering the performance of ‘the condi- 
tlon upon which he was to have the property, >” impossible, no interest 
vested which could be transmitted to his issue under the statute. Rev. 
Code, ch. 119, sec. 28. 

Our case is not affected by the ruling in Woods v. Woods, Busb., 290, 
where land was devised with a charge of $300 to be paid to one who died 
in the testator’s lifetime, and in Whitehead v. Thompson, 79 N. C., 450, 
where land devised was charged with similar payment to be made to 
others who died before the testator, since in these cases the ‘legacies, 
though charged, are distinct, and had lapsed so as to divest the estate 
of the incumbrances. We rates to some other adjudications having an 
indirect bearing upon the case: McNeely v. McNeely, 82 N. C., 1838; 
Willons v. Jordan, 83 N. C., 371. | | 

These cases, with our own reasoning, conduct us to the conclusion 
reached by the court, that as the.devise was entirely for the benefit of 
the mother, and intended to be a remuneration only for what the devisee 
- might do in her behalf, the devise falls wail the object for which it was 
made. , 

There is no error. J adamant stebéd. — 

No error. » | | Affirmed. 


Cited: Tyson v. Tyson, 100 N. C., 368; Askew v. Dildy, 188 N. C., 148. 
a: | 
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EPHRAIM CLAYTON y. J. H. CAGLE. 


Conveyance by Corporation—Trust—Statute of Lamitations. 


1. A deed, which purports to be made between “C. M., president of the D. R. 
Manufacturing Co.,” and “W. M., trustee,” etc, and bears the stgnature 
and seal of “C. M.,” with the suffix of “President of the D. R. Co.,” and 
also of the trustee, with but one subscribing witness, is not in form and 
effect, the deed of the corporation,:but.is the personal act of the president, 
and, if effectual at all, can only pass his interest in the property. 


2. When the statute of limitations is a bar to the trustee, it is also a. bar to 
the cestui que trust for whom he holds the title, both at law and in equity. 


(Insurance Co. v. Hicks, 3 Jones, 58; Davidson v. Alexander, 84 N. C., 621; 
Bason v. Mining Ce., 90 N. C., 417; Welborn v. Finley, 7 Jones, 228; 
Herndon v. Prati, 6 Jones Hy., 327; Blake v. Alman, 5 Jones Hq., 407; 
Clayton v. Rose, 87 N. C., 110, cited ‘and approved.) - | 


TuHIs was a civil action, tried before Avery, J., at a ad Term, ono 
of Buncomss Superior Court. 

The case on appeal contains the following statement of facts: 

On 19 April, 1846, James W. Patton, Charles Moore and Thomas 
R. Miller, contracted to sell the tract of land described in the complaint, 
and - executed their bond to make title thereto to the Davidson River 
Manufacturing Company, a corporation created under a special enact-. 
ment of the General Assembly, of which they and others associated with 
them in the contemplated enterprise, were members. On 8 April, 1851, 
the said Charles Moore, its president, and by its direction, executed © 
a deed, undertaking to convey therein, the interest of the company in 
said land to William Williams, in trust, among other things to in- 
demnify and save the plaintiff from loss by reason of his having become 
liable on certain negotiable paper, to which the said Patton and Moore 

were sureties, discounted at the Branch Bank of Cape Fear, 
(301) at Asheville, for the benefit of the company, and the moneys. 
received therefor appropriated to its use. 

The deed, of which we have a copy in the transcript annexed to the 
complaint, purports to be made “between Charles Moore, president of 
the Davidson River Manufacturing Company, of the one part, and 
William Williams, trustee, of the county of Buncombe, and State of 
North Carolina, of the other part,” bears the signature and seal of 
Charles Moore with the suffix, “President of Davidson River Company,” 
and also of the trustee, with but one subscribing witness. 

On the same day the certificate of the county court clerk of Hender- 
son shows an acknowledgment before him “by the maker thereof,” and 


an immediate registration. | 
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The land in dispute, at the time of the execution of the deed in 
trust, was in the territorial limits of Henderson, from which it was 
subsequently detached, and is part of that constituting the new county 
of Transylvania, in which there has been no registration, and this 
county was formed in 1867. The indebtedness to the bank provided for 
in the deed, after a renewal for the unpaid balance, increased by a 
further loan of $400, was afterwards put in suit, and upon an agreed 
compromise, the plaintiff paid $871.67 in discharge of the demand. 

It was admitted that title had been divested out of the State since the 
year 1863. 

The defendant exhibited in evidence a ied for the premises made by 
Moore and Patton to himself, and proved that he purchased and paid 
full value without actual notice of the deed in trust or of any claim 
of the plaintiff to the land; and that since the execution of the convey- 
ance to himself in 1863, i had been in the actual, open, notorious and 
adverse possession of the same, claiming it as is own up to the time | 
of trial. | 

The suit was baeas on 2 January, 1880. (302) 

The plaintiff, conceding that the defendant had not actual 

notice of the previous deed, insisted that by reason of the original regis- 
tration, he had constructwe notice of its existence and terms, and was 
therefore i in law equally affected. 
- The court was of opinion that the defendant was not affected with 
notice of the deed, and that his deed, as color of title, supported by the 
long and continuous adversary “possession under it, was sufficient to bar 
the plaintiff’s action. The plaintiff, in deference thereto, suffered a 
nonsuit and appealed. | 


No counsel for plaantiff. . | 
Charles A. Moore and Geo. A. Shuford for defendant. 


Smita, C. J., after stating the facts: I. The deed in trust is not in 
form and effect that of the corporation, so as to transfer its equitable | 
estate, arising out of the making of the title bond, to the trustee. It 
is the personal act of the president, its chief officer, and if effectual at 
ae can only pass his interest in the property. roe Co. v. Hicks, 

3 Jones, 58; Davidson v. Alexander, 84 N. C., 621. 

IL. If the deed were in form a corporate act, it has not been executed 
by the company either in the manner authorized by the common law, 
or under the provisions of the statute then in force. Rev. Code, ch, 26, 
sec. 32. 

The essential conditions required to make effectual a conveyance of 
real estate owned by a corporation, have been sufficiently pointed out 
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in the recent case of Bason v. Mimng Co., 90 N. C., 417, and need no 
further elucidation or comment. 
The case presented in the facts then is simply this: 
III. The plaintiff claims, as a secured creditor, a lien upon the ista 4 
by virtue of the deed to Williams, made in April, 1851, and a right to 
have it sold for the satisfaction of his demand. The defendant 
(803) holds under an absolute conveyance from Moore and Patton 
. to himself, executed in 1863, and his possession and exercise of 
exclusive proprietary rights over the property ever since, without inter- 
ruption from others. Most undoubtedly the latter must prevail, there 
being no suggestion of any disability resting upon the depositary and 
owner of the legal title. The annexation of trusts to the legal estate, 
cannot arrest the operation of the rule which, under the circumstances, 
ripens an imperfect into a perfect title, since during all this period the 
defendant was exposed to the action of the true owner, and his negli- 
gence in bringing it tolls his entry and bars his right of action. Rev. 
Code, ch. 65, sec. 1, repeated in The Code, sec. 145. The interest of the 
cestut que trust is, as against strangers to the deed, under the protection 
of the trustee, and shares the fate that befalls the legal estate by his in- 
action or indifference. Hill Trustees, *267; Wood Lim., sec. 208; Ang. 
Lim., sec. 390. = 
The principle has been distinctly adjudged 3 in this Court. Wellborn 
v. Finley, 7 Jones, 228; Herndon v. Pratt, 6 Jones Eq., 327; Blake v. 
Allman, 5 Jones Eq., 407; Clayton v. Rose, 87 N. C., 110. 
We therefore sustain the ruling of the court, and affirm the judgment. 
No error. | Affirmed. 


Cited: King v. Rhew, 108 N. C., 700; Culp v. Lee, 109 N. C., 679; 
Ervin v. Brooks, 111 N. C., 360; Clark v. Hodge, 116 N. C., 766; 
Cross v. Craven, 120 N. C., 333; Caldwell v. Mfg. Co., 121 N. C., 
841; Deans v. Gay, 182 N. C., 231; Power Corporation v. Power Co., 
168 N. C., 221. | 8 


R. H. HUMPHREYS vy. J. W. FINCH. 
Evidence—Principal and Agent—Estoppel—Bond. 


1. When the only issue submitted to the jury is, ““Was the seal opposite the 
name of the defendant, on the note at the time that he signed it,” evidence 
that there was no amount specified in the note at that time and that 
double the amount agreed on was inserted in the space left for that pur- 
pose, after the note was signed by the defendant, was incompetent, and 
could only be competent on a general denial of its execution. 
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2.,An agent, to bind a principal under seal, must have authority conferred 
_by a writing under seal; and a sealed instrument which is changed by an 
agent who has no authority by WHEE under seal, has no force to bind — 

. the principal. . 


3. Whenever an act is done or statement made by a party which cannot be 

contradicted without fraud on his part, and injury to others whose conduct 

_ has been influenced by the act or admission, the character of an estoppel 
will attach to what otherwise would be matter of evidence. 


4. When a principal verbally authorizes an agent to fill up with a specific sum 
a blank in a bond, left with him for that purpose, and then to deliver it 
in its completed form and obtain money on it, and another person acting in 
good faith and with no knowledge of these facts advances money on such 
bond, such principal is estopped from setting up the defense of want of 
authority in the agent, and denying his liability on the bond. 


5. But if such bond were invalid, this would not invalidate the act of borrow-: 
ing, which was thus authorized, nor remove the liability thus incurred by 
those whose names are subscribed to the bond and on whose credit the 

- borrowing took place; and this is hardly a departure from the form of 
demand in this action. 


(McKee v. Hicks, 2 Dev., 379; Davenport v. Sleight, 2 D. & B., 381; Graham 
v. Holt, 3 Ired., 300; Marsh v. Brooks, 11 Ired., 409; Bland v. O'Hagan, 
64 N. C., 471; Mason v, Williams, 66 N. C., 565; Saunderson v. Balance, 
2 Jones Eq., 322; cated and ePEner ) 


Tus was a civil action, tried before Boykin, J., at September (304) 
Term, 1886, of Davipson Superior Court. 

This action, begun before a justice of the peace on 30 January, 1886, 
and, after trial and judgment against the defendant, carried by his 
appeal to the Superior Court, is to recover the balance que. after certain 
endorsed payments, upon the following written en | 
. | (305) | 
$300. | 99 November, 1884. 
One day after date, we promise to pay to the order of R. H. 
Humphreys three hundred dollars at 8 per cent interest. Value received. 

7 Cuas. L, Herrman. (Seal.) 
J. W. Fives. (Seal.) 


The defendant entered as ileus these iemiouanlss to wit: “General 
issue, payment and set off, counterclaim, accord and satisfaction, surety 
for Chas. L. Heitman, ete., non est factum.” | 

On the trial Reine ‘ho, jury, the plaintiff introduced in sa isies a 
note signed by C. L. Heitman and John W. Finch, the defendant, in 
the sum of three hundred dollars, The defendant when he began to 
introduce testimony, proposed to prove that when he signed the same, 
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the amount had not been inserted in the body of the note, insisting that 
if such be so, then he would not be liable for the payment of the 
said sum, and the note would be null and void as to him. He further 
proposed to prove, that he had agreed with the said C. L. Heitman to 
sign a note for him, in the sum of one hundred and fifty dollars, and 
that after he had signed the said note in blank, the said Heitman 
filled in the blank by inserting the sum of three hundred dollars. The 
court, upon objection of the plaintiff, excluded the proposed testimony, 
being of the opinion that if the seal opposite the name of the defendant 
was his seal, then the defendant would be responsible in law to the 
holder for the payment of the note. The defendant denied that the seal 
opposite his name was affixed thereto by him, or that it was written on 
the note at the time he signed it. The defendant excepted to the ruling 
of the court, excluding the testimony. The court then submitted to . 
the jury the following issues, to wit: | 
Was the seal opposite the name of defendant, J. W. Finch, on the 
note at the time that he signed it?. To which the jury responded in the ~ 
affirmative. The defendant and the said Heitman were partners 
(306) in certain business enterprises, and the defendant had on two 
or three prior occasions signed other notes for Heitman, wherein 
the amounts had not been inserted. The plaintiff advanced the money 
on the said note to Heitman, without any knowledge or information and 
without notice of the alleged defects and irregularities in the execution 
of the same. 
There was a verdict for the plaintiff. Motion by the defendant for 
a new trial. Motion refused. 
Judgment signed by the court for the aaa Appeal by defendant 


Frank Robbins for any. 
M. H. Pinnixe for defendant. — 


Surrn, CO. J., after stating the facts: While the only specific. issue 
submitted to the jury was as to the presence of the seal opposite the 
name of the defendant when his signature was affixed, and this is 
found against him, he was not allowed to prove the insertion in the 
space left open for the purpose, of a sum double that agreed upon 
between them. This evidence was not pertinent to the inquiry drawn 
up, and could only be competent upon a general denial of the execution 
of the paper. Except for this latter purpose, it was properly excluded, 
and this may have been the ground of the ruling of the court. But we 
are willing to consider the question of the effect of such proof, if fully 
establishing the fact, upon the defendant’s liability. 
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The general proposition is not controvertible, that an agency to bind 
a principal by an instrument under seal (and this includes every | 
essential part of it), must be created and the authority conferred by 
a writing under seal, and this in actions at law has been repeatedly ruled, 
as the cases to which we have been referred abundantly show. McKee v. 
Hicks, 2 Dev., 879; Davenport v. Sleight, 2 D. & B., 381, 
Graham v. H oll, 3 Tec 300; Marsh. v. Brooks, 11 Ired., 489; (307) 
Bland v. O’Hagan, 64 N. C., 471. | 

But while the instrument has no legal force as a covenant of the 
principal, when changed by an agent possessing written or oral authority 
only to act, a question arises whether one who verbally authorizes an 
agent to fill up a blank with a specific sum of money, left open and in 
his hands for the purpose, and then deliver it in its completed form, 
shall be at liberty when this is done and money obtained from another 
acting in good faith and with no knowledge of the fact, to disavow 
his obligation and consummate the fraud upon the holder. In a blended 
system of law and equity, shall the party who puts the means in the 
hands of his. agent to get money upon a false assurance of his own 
liability, and with nothing to excite suspicion as to the integrity of the 
transaction upon the paper or otherwise, be allowed, when the money 
has been thus obtained upon his credit, to set up the defense and escape 
responsibility # 

In Mason v. Willams, 66 N. C., 563, it is decided that one who has | 
title and knows he has, who is present at a sale of the property as 
belonging to another, and is silent when it is publicly announced in his 
hearing before the bidding begins, that all persons claiming the same 
are requested to make known their claims, is not at liberty to deny the 
title acquired by an innocent purchaser at such sale. This was upon a 
sale of a steam engine. 

In Saunderson v, Ballance, 2 Jones Eq., 322, the same doctrine was 
in @ measure applied to a sale of land, except ‘that the purchaser was 
required to repay the party estopped the money he paid for the land. 

If by such conduct persons are not allowed to set up title to prop- 
erty and cause the loss of the money paid by an innocent purchaser, 
why should the defendant be permitted to avail himself of the want 
of sufficient legal authority in the agent to supply the blank in the bond, 
where, by his own act, he virtually declares to all who may 
_ take the paper, that such authority has been conferred? (308) 

Tt has accordingly been held, where a defense to an action upon 
a bond was set up by some of the obligors, sureties, that it was not to 
be delivered until executed by another surety of which no indication 
was seen in the paper or otherwise given, that it could not be available 
to the sureties. Dair v. United States, 16 Wall., 1 
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Delivering the opinion, Davis, J., thus declares the law. 

“Sound policy requires that the person who proceeds on the faith 
of acts or admissions of this character, should be protected, by estopping | 
the party who has brought about this state of things, from alleging 
anything in opposition to the natural consequences of his own course 
of action. It is, accordingly, established doctrine, that whenever an act 
is done, or statement made by a party, which cannot be contradicted 
without fraud on his part, and injury to others, whose conduct has 
been influenced by the act or admission, the character of an estoppel 
will attach to what otherwise would be mere matter of evidence.” 

To this he adds, that “in the execution of the bond, the sureties de- 
clared to all persons interested to know, that they were parties to the 
covenant, and bound by it.” 

This ruling is affirmed in Rules v. United States, 21 Wall, 272, 


and extended to embrace a case where every blank was left in the form 


of the writing to be filled, and was filled, this being done by the 
principal, “on the scope of his apparent authority.” 

But if the bond be a nullity, and no obligation imposed by it upon 
the defendant, it is not the less true, that authority was given to borrow 
the money upon the face of the paper, not limited, and we see no reason | 
why the act of borrowing does not itself create the liability, even if the 

attempt to give it in the shape of a covenant proves ineffectual, 
(309) and this is hardly a departure from the form of the demand in 
the action. 

Its essence is the recovery of the unpaid teas of the money loaned, 
due on the bond or on the antecedent agreement expressed in It. The 
invalidity of the bond cannot invalidate the act of borrowing upon the 
credit of both whose names are subscribed to it, nor remove the liability 
thus incurred to repay. But it is ees to pursue the inquiry 
further. 

There is no error, and the eect must be affirmed. 

No error. | Affirmed. 


Cited: Cadell v. Allen, 99 N. C., 545; Allen v. RB. R., 106 N. C., 5238; 


Martin v. Buffaloe, 121 N. C., 36; Rollins v, Hbbs, 187 N. C., 358; 
S.c., 188 N. C., 145; Lumber Co. v, Price, 144 N. C., 56. 
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JOHN DICKERSON v. W. R. WILCOXON er at. 
 Judgment—Practice. 


1. Ordinarily a judgment is conclusive as to all matters entering therein, 
and. objection. thereto should be taken at the time the judgment is 
. rendered. 


2. But when it appears from the record that an issue is raised by the 
pleadings, which is left open and undetermined, it is error to enter final 
judgment before such issue was tried. 


8. When such issue was as to assets in the hands of an administrator to pay 
debts of the intestate, it was not erroneous for the court to refuse to 
allow execution to issue de bonis propriis before such issue was tried. 


Tus was a civil action, tried before Graves, J., at Spring Term, 
1886, of Asne Superior Court. 

The plaintiff, Jackson B. Hosh and Allen Parkins, in the year 1855, 
formed and thereafter carried on a mercantile éopartnership until its 
dissolution, in the spring of 1857. Allen Parkins died in 18...., leaving 
a will, which was duly proved, and the defendants appointed executors 
therein, who accepted the trust and undertook its discharge. On | 
6 November, 1869, the plaintiff commenced his action to have an (310) 
account taken of the firm transactions and for judgment for what 
may be found due him. The complaint alleges that the defendants have 
come into possession of assets, more than sufficient to pay off all the 
debts of the testator, and the answer denies that the defendants have 
any assets. 

At April Term, 187 0, reference was fads to E. F. Foster to take and 
state an account, and his report afterwards made, was set aside, and 
reference ‘made to J. P. Martin. 

The latter filed his report at Fall Term, 1872, in which he finds due 
from testator to the plaintiff $623.70, ar | recommenda naement to Be 
entered for that sum. 

To the report the defendants filed exceptions, one of which: was to iis 
proposed entry of quegment, against them in the absence of all proof of 
their having assets. 

At Spring Term, 1883, counsel sintered into the following agreement : 
“In this case, it 1s agreed that the Hon. J. C. L. Gudger shall take 
all the papers in the case and find all the facts in the case necessary _ 
for a full determination of all the issues on the exceptions and the plead- 
ings; that no further evidence be filed or offered, other than the deposi- 
tions now on file and the testimony taken before the commissioners _ 

now on file, all of which are to be considered by the, judge, who shall 
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determine the same at his convenience before Watauga Special Term, 
in July, 1883. Either party may appeal within twenty days after notice 
of judgment.” 

Thereupon the following judgment was filed by Judge Gudger: 

“This cause coming on to be heard upon the following depositions, 
etc., and the report of J. P. Martin, the commissioner last appointed in 
this case, and being heard, the court doth adopt the findings of facts of 

said J. P. Martin, and it is adjudged that the exceptions thereto, 
(311) filed by the defendants, be overruled; said exceptions are hereto 

appended, marked ‘A’; and it is further considered and ad- 
_ judged, that the plaintiff have and recover of the defendants the sum of 
$623.70, with interest thereon from Fall Term, 1872, of Ashe Superior 
Court, together with the costs of this action, to be taxed by the clerk. 
It is further adjudged that the notes and accounts mentioned in the said 
report, if any remain on hand, be placed in the hands of 2.0.0.0... 
who is hereby appointed receiver, and who, upon giving bond in the 
sum of $500 as required by law, will proceed to collect the outstanding 
notes and accounts. The said receiver will report to the court from 
time to time as to the sums thus collected. The cause is retained for 
further orders.” 

“An appeal is hereby granted if eee, Bond fixed at $25. The 
name of the receiver is left blank and can be filled by the parties as they 
may agree, and in default of agreement appre can be made for 
appointment.” 

Upon this judgment, on 18 March, 1884, an execution was issued, 
commanding the sheriff to satisfy the same de bonis testatoris, “and if 
no such property can be found, then out of the property of the defend- 
ants,” ete. 

On 28 April, 1884, the defendants filed a -petition setting forth, 
amongst other things, “that the judge did not pass on the defendants’ 
plea of fully administered and no assets, neither has there been any 
finding or judgment fixing these defendants with assets belonging to 
their testator’s estate, or in any way making them personally responsible 
for this judgment or any part thereof, and praying that the sheriff be 
restrained from selling their property (which had been levied on) under 
said execution, until they have an opportunity at the next term of said 
court, to move to set the same aside as having been wrongfully and in- 

formally issued, and for such other and further relief,” ete. 
(312) On 5 May, 1884, Shipp, Judge, ordered that, “The clerk of — 
Ashe Superior Court will issue an order restraining the plaintiff, 
etc., to desist from further proceedings in this case until Wednesday, 
14 May, 1884,” ete. | | 
On 9 May, 1884, said order was issued and served. 
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On 12 May, 1884, it being the Spring Term of said court, upon due 
notice it was ordered by Judge Shipp, “That the restraining order here- 
tofore made in this cause be continued until next term of Ashe Superior 
Court, and in the meantime that an issue be made up, to be tried at the 
next term of this court, whether or not the defendants have fully ad- 
ministered the estate of Allen Parkins, and whether they had any assets 
belonging to said estate, and if so what amount. 

It was further ordered by the court that the old notes, judgments and 
accounts belonging to said estate be delivered to the defendants to make 
all of them they can for the estate. 

At the August Term, 1885, Judge Avery vacated so- ‘much of said 
order as required an issue as to assets to be submitted to the jury, the 
court being of opinion that the issue as to assets, if raised by the plead- 
ings, had already been adjudicated; and further ordered that execution 
de bonis proprius be restrained until the next term of the court, and that 
notice issue to defendants to show cause at the next term of the court 
why execution shall not be issued de bonis propris. 

Both plaintiff and defendants excepted to the order of the court, 
reserving their right to take the benefit of said exception after the final ' 
judgment in the same. 

On this order execution de bonis testatorts was issued, returnable to 
Spring Term, 1886, and returned, endorsed nulla bona. Notice also 
issued for defendants to show cause at next term why execution de 
bonis proprus should not issue against them. 

At Spring Term, 1886, his Honor, Judge Graves, defendants having 
filed an answer to rule: 

“Adjudged upon the face of the proceedings, reports, orders (313) 
and decrees heretofore made, that the defendants have shown 
cause why execution de bonis propriis should not now be issued. Rule 
discharged.” 

Plaintiff excepted to the order, on the ground that his Honor erred in 
declining the motion of the plaintif for execution de bonis proprics, 
and appealed to the Supreme Court. 


Daniel G. Fowle for plainteff. 
Geo. N. Folk filed a brief for defendants. 


 Sirx, C. J., after stating the facts: The sole question brought up 
by the appeal, arises out of the refusal of the judge, upon the record, to 
award an execution against the pérsonal goods of the defendants. While 
the possession of assets was directly averred and denied, and a material 
issue thus raised, which it was necessary to dispose of before the char- 
acter of the final judgment could be ascertained, it has manifestly never 
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been considered by the referee, nor, so far as the record discloses, passed 
on by the judge. It was distinctly recalled to notice in an exception to 
the report. The agreement that the judge should take the case and find 
“the facts necessary for a full determination of all the issues on the 
exceptions and the pleadings,” confines him to the proofs already taken, 
and therefore he could not affirmatively find any fact of. which no evi- 
dence was furnished. In order to charge a representative with assets, 
they must be shown to be, or,ought to have been, in his hands, and in 
the absence of all proof, the only possible finding, if there be any finding 
at all, must be in the negative. The entering up of judgment generally, 
was therefore-not warranted, inasmuch as its legal effect then was to 
charge the defendants with assets, and to require them, if the debt could 

‘not be made out of the effects of their testator, after notice, to 
(314) show cause, and when no cause is shown, to pay it out of their 

own property. | | 

Now, was it out of the power of the court so far to reopen. the cause 
and reform the judgment, as to permit an inquiry to be made as to the 
assets? or could the judgment be so modified as not to charge the 
. defendants personally? or is it a case of wrong without remedy ? 

‘The argument of the appellees’ counsel assumes the latter to be the 
correct. view, for the reason that the objection should have been made 
upon the rendition of the judgment. Ordinarily this is so, and the 
controversy as to every matter entering into the judgment is concluded 
and settled. 

But we think it plain, the dispute before the referee and anatase 
to the judge, was as to the relations of the partners and the indebtedness 
of the deceased partner to the one who sues. The resources of the debtor 
were not the subject of inquiry before either, and the question of assets 
is left by both, open and undetermined. The error lies in the entering 
of a judgement before this inquiry was made. We must put this con- 
struction upon the record to avoid obvious and unintended injustice, and 
therefore we concur in the refusal of the court to direct the issue of the 
execution asked, until the preliminary matter is settled. There is no ~ 
error. This will be certified for further action in the court below. 

Noerror. — | | Remanded. 


Cited: 8. c., 99 N. C., 537; Hardy v. Carr, 104 N. C., 36. 
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| (315) 
J. M. ANDREWS er at. v. D. BEAM. 


Public Road—Gates—Jurisdiction of Commasstoners. 


1. Jurisdiction to license the erection of a gate across a public road is con- 
ferred by The Code, sec. 2058, on the Board of Supervisors of Public 
Roads.. This applies to roads already established. 


2. Jurisdiction to lay out, etc, public roads, is conferred by section 2023, on 
the board of county commissioners; and in the exercise of this power, 
they may grant to a party over whose land any new road ordered by 
them to be laid out may pass, the right to erect gates across such 
road. 


Tus was a petition for the laying out and establishing a new road, 
brought by appeal of the petitioners from the order of the board of 
county commissioners of Rururerrorp County, and heard before Shipp, 
Judge, at the Fall Term, 1885, of the Superior Court of said county. 

In November, 1883, more than forty of the citizens, residing in Logan 
Store Township, of Rutherford County, applied to the board of county 
commissioners by petition in writing, for an order to lay out and estab- 
lish a public road between certain terminal points therein mentioned, 
some three miles in length, and over and along a cartway which had long 
been in use. The proposed road for about half the distance passes over 
land belonging to D. Beam, who alone by answer resisted the applica- 
tion. Afterwards Beam himself interposed by petition, and asked the 
board for leave to enclose his Houser plantation of 475 acres, at his own 
expense, under the stock law then in force, with the right to erect gates 
across the roads leading through the same. | 

The following action was taken in the premises by the board: 

“In the matter of a petition to lay out a public road from the Pun- 
chen Branch, on the Shelby and Morganton road, to Logan’s Store 
— post office. | 

“This cause coming on to be heard upon the petition, and (316) 
upon the answer of D. Beam, the defendant, and the evidence in- : 
troduced, it is ordered and adjudged that the prayer in the petition for 
a public road be granted, and that a public road be laid off as asked for 
in said petition, beginning at the Punchen Branch, on the Shelby and 
Morganton Road, and running thence with the old cart-way to the post- 
office at Logan’s Store: said road to be laid out with as little prejudice 
to land and enclosures along it as may be, and with as much advantage 
to the inhabitants as possible. 

“And let an order issue, and the sheriff of this county is ordered to 
summon a jury to lay out the same as the law directs, and to assess any — 
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damages private persons may sustain, and make report of the same, and 
_ that the petitioners and the defendants each pay one-half the costs of 
- this petition. 
“The above order is ound: and the road to be laid out, upon scndicon 
that D. Beam have the privilege of establishing and keeping up two 
gates on his Houser place, at such points as he may choose, said gates to 
be kept in good order for the convenience of the public.” 
From this order the plaintiffs, under section 2039 of The Code, took 
an appeal to the Superior Court. 
_ When the case was called for trial, his Honor said that in his opinion 
there were no issues to be tried by the Superior Court, and dismissed the 
appeal, From which order the plaintiffs apie 


W. PP: Bynum for plaintiff's. | 
M. H. Justice filed a brief for defendant. 


Smith, ©. J., after stating the facts: It will be noticed, that the 
removal by appeal or otherwise to the Superior Court, authorized by the 
section referred to, contemplates a trial by jury of any issue of fact 

which may arise and become material to the action of the com- 
(317) missioners, and while this is the primary object, it is equally 

manifest that any error in law committed by them in exercising 
the conferred power, may be inquired into and corrected in the Superior _ 
Court. The appeal given to this Court will, however, bring-up for 
review only erroneous and specified rulings made by the judge of the 
Superior Court. 

There is no suggestion in the record of any irregularity or disregard 
of the requirements of the statute in acquiring jurisdiction of the sub- 
ject-matter, authorizing the intervention of the judge of the Superior 
Court; nor of any controverted fact, to be passed on by the jury. There 
was then no wrong pointed out to be redressed by an appeal. The 
proper judgment then to be rendered was perhaps one of affirmation, but | 
the dismissal of the appeal has the same effect in leaving the action of 
the commissioners in force and undisturbed. 

The appeal to this Court, as is correctly argued in the brief of counsel 
of the appellee, can raise the only question of the legal efficacy of so 
much of the action of the commissioners as gives the defendant or con- 
testing party the privilege of erecting and maintaining two gates on his 
land across the road, to be kept “in good order for the convenience of 
the public.” a | 

The authority to license in proper cases, and thus avoid the expense 
of double fencing, the putting up of gates across a public road is as 
explicitly conferred in section 2058 upon the board of township super- 
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visors, as is that to establish highways upon the county authorities, and 
when an independent movement to secure this privilege or license in 
reference to existing roads is made, it must be before the former body, 
to whose discretion the exercise of the power is committed. _ 

But inasmuch as the laying out of highways is entrusted to the 
county commissioners, and this may be done without restrictions, we 
see no reason for refusing the authority to establish them, with 
such conditions, as without serious detriment to the public, lessen (3818) 
.the damages which would otherwise fall upon the owner of the 
land passed over, and when these conditions are such.as may be annexed 
to the enjoyment of the easement by the separate subsequent action of 
the subordinate township supervisors. We confine the qualifying re- . 
strictions to such as are incident to the use of the public easement, and 
recognized as such by the law itself. Why, it may be asked, when the 
public sanction is sought and the whole subject is before a body with 
ample jurisdiction to allow or refuse the application of those who desire 
the highway, should the owner of the land over which it is to pass, be 
driven to another tribunal in seeking a relief which, as incidental to the 
application, ought to be given as a qualification of the allowance of the 
highway ? 

No sufficient reason for denying this right to the commissioners ap- 
pears to us, and a resort to the form of procedure prescribed in the 
section (2058) becomes necessary only in cases of roads already estab- 
lished, and this for the greater convenience of the landowner himself. 

There is no error and the judgment is affirmed. 

No error. Affirmed. 


Cited: McDowell v. Insane Asylum, 101 N. C., 659. 


D. M. STANTON y. J. M. HUGHES anp Wire, 
Pleading—Practice—Rescission of Contract—New Trial. 


1. The defendant, in his answer commingles the facts which he relies on 
both as ground for a rescission of the contract, sued on by plaintiff, and 
also as constituting a counterclaim: Held, 1. That when relied on as— 
ground for rescission of the contract, these facts were deemed to be 
denied without replication; 2. The Court will not rescind a contract when 
the parties cannot be restored to the status occupied by them when the 

_ contract was made; 3. The right to recover damages for deceit in the 
gale of land, effected by fraudulent device and representation, is settled; 
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4, The defendant could only be entitled to interlocutory judgment and 
writ of inquiry of damages by the jury. This was not asked in this case, 
and therefore not passed on. He was not entitled to final judgment in 
either form. ; . 


2. There was no error in setting aside the verdict as against the weight of 
the evidence; therefore this could not be appealed from. 


(Price v. Eccles, 73 N. C., 162; McDowell v. Simms, Busb. Hq., 180; Pettijohn 
v. Williams, 2 Jones Eq., 802 and 356; same case, 1 Jones, 145, and 2 
Jones, 33; cited and approved.) 


(319) Tus was a civil action, tried before tie. J., at February 
Term, 1886, of Guitrorp Superior Court. 
The parties to the action on 1 September, 1882, entered into a cove- 
nant whereby the plaintiff agreed to sell and deliver to the defendants 
at the railway station in Greensboro, certain grist and flouring mills 
then in operation at LaGrange, in Lenoir County, with all the fixtures 
and appurtenances. and the material'of the building wherein they then 
were, for the price of $3,050. The defendant covenanted to pay for the 
same the said sum as follows: the sum of $200 in cash, of which the 
freight was to be part, the execution of four several bonds, the first for 
$250, payable at twelve months; the others for $450 each, payable re- 
spectively at 2, 3, and 4 years, all bearing interest from date; the con- 
veyance of lands in Guilford of the estimated value of $1,250, and the 
making of a mortgage deed upon the lot on which the machinery was to 
be placed, to secure the deferred parts of the purchase money. The 
goods were delivered early in October and received by defendant, who 
_ paid the freight, was allowed some small deductions and gave his note 
for $28.52, the residue of the $200, and complied with his other stipu- 
lations in giving the four bonds, conveying the said lands and making 
the mortgage to secure the residue of the debt. | 
No other payments have been made, and the two first bonds having 
matured, the present action was instituted to recover judgment on them, 
and to procure a foreclosure and sale of the mortgaged lot upon 
(320) which the structure for the mills and machinery had been erected, 
under a provision in the deed authorizing a sale upon a default 
in respect to any of the bonds therein secured. 
_ The defendants answer and as a defense allege false and fraudulent 
representations of the capacity of the mills for doing work, and in other 
material particulars entering into the value of the property under which 
they were induced to enter into the contract of purchase, and have been 
deceived and wronged, and they demand a rescission of the contract, or 
a recoupment upon the agreed price, or damages compensatory for the 
deceit and fraud practiced in the sale, to be deducted from the plaintiff's 
demand. 
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Three j issues were passed 0 on by the jury, which with their responses to 
each are as follows: 

1, Did the plaintiff make any false and fraudulent representations as 
set out in the answer, to induce the purchase of the mill ‘and the execu- 
tion of the notes secured by the mortgage? Answer: Yes. 

2. Did defendant buy and give his notes and secure the same by reason 
of the false and fraudulent representations made by plaintiff? Answer: 
Yes. 

3. What damages hath the defendant sustained, if any, by reason 1 of 
the fraud and deceit practiced upon him by the plaintiff? Answer: 
None. 

On the rendition of the verdict of the jury as above, the plaintiff 
moved for a new trial upon the judge’s minutes, and to set aside the 
verdict as being against the weight of evidence. The defendants opposed 
plaintiff’s motion, and on, their own behalf made counter-motion for 
decree of rescission and restoration to their former position. On con- 
sideration, his Honor granted the plaintiff’s motion and overruled that 
of the defendants. | 

The defendants thereupon prayed an appeal in open court, and had 
the same entered of record. 


L. M. Scott for plainteff. | | (321) 
Dillard & Morehead filed a brief for defendants. 


Situ, C. J., after stating the facts: When the trial was entered 
upon, the defendants moved for judgment rescinding the contract of 
sale, for that their answer demanding this was a counterclaim, the facts 
alleged in which not being controverted, were to be taken as true. The 
court, not acceding to this view, denied the motion, and directed the 
trial to proceed, with the result shown in the verdict, the jury finding 
the false and fraudulent representations set out in the answer to have | 
been made, and that by reason thereof the defendants were induced to 
make the purohacd, but that no damages had accrued thereby to them. 
The answer, it will be observed, while averring the facts upon which 
their defense rests, commingles such as go in avoidance and also consti- 
tute a counterclaim. The primary and preferred relief, the annulling 
of the entire contract, is matter an avotdance, and.is deemed to be con- 
‘troverted without a replication; The Code, sec. 268; Price v. Eccles, 73 
N. C., 162; while the same matter, as furnishing a cause of action for 
compensating damages for the fraud and deceit, which leaves the trans- 
action to stand as a sale and transfer of the title, constitutes a counter- 
claim. In our opinion, the case is not one for a rescission, for the 
obvious reason that the parties cannot be restored to the status occupied 
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at the making of the covenants, in consequence of dispositions since 
made of the property. McDowell v. Sims, Busb. Eq., 180; Pettejohn v. 
Williams, 2 Jones Eq., 302; and again in same volume, 356. 

The right to recover remuneration in an action for deceit in the sale 
of land or fishing grounds, effected by fraudulent devices and represen- 
tations, is settled by the case between the same parties, reported in 

1 Jones, 145; and again in 2 Jones, 33. 
(322) The defendants, however, demanded a judgment of rescission, 

and in this were properly overruled. They did not demand an 
interlocutory judgment and an inquiry of damages by the jury, and 
hence their right to this was not passed on by the court. The defendants 
certainly were not entitled to final judgment in either form. There 
being no error in this ruling, there could be no appeal from a judg- 
ment setting aside the verdict as having been rendered against the weight 
of the evidence, and especially with such repugnant findings. 

The judgment must be affirmed. Let this be certified. 

No error. - Affirmed. 


Cited: Buffkins v. Eason, 110 N. C., 266. 


MATTHEW MOORE vy. HENRY J. FAISON. 
Lessor and Lessee—Sublessee—Inen. 


1. When a lessee sublets a part of the farm he becomes lessor to his sublessee 
and is entitled to the same lien on his crop which the statute gives to a 
lessor. 


2. The original lessor, after his lessee has paid him in full, has no lien under 
the statute on the crop of the sublessee for advances made by him to the 
sublessee, 


(Montague v. Miat, 89 N. C., 137, cited and approved.) 


CIVIL ACTION, tried on appeal from the judgment of a justice of the 
peace, at November Term, 1886, of Durzin Superior Court, before . 
Clark, J. 


The plaintiff, as landlord, rented ees premises for farming pur- | 


poses to one David Cameron, who subrented a part of the same to one 
John Newell. 

(323) The plaintiff made certain advances to subtenant Newell, with- 
out the request and not at the instance of the tenant Cameron. 
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The defendant made advances to Newell at the request of Cameron, 
who assumed and became responsible for the payment thereof; and for 
such advances Cameron seized (under claim and delivery hetore. a justice 
of the peace) certain of the crop raised by subtenant Newell on said 
premises, and delivered the same to defendant in payment of said ad- | 
vances—the value of the crop being less than $50. 

This action was brought by plaintiff to recover of defendant the sum 

of $33, due by subtenant Newell to the plaintiff for said advances. 
It was in evidence that Cameron had paid to plaintiff the amount of 
rent and all advances, and had complied with all the stipulations con- 

tained in his lease. It was further in evidence that the property turned 
over to defendant was less in value than the advances made to subtenant 
Newell by the defendant, at the request of tenant Cameron. 

Upon this state of. ae the court gave gndemient against pane for 
costs, and the plaintiff appealed. 


W. &. Allen for planieff. 
Ernest H aynoed and H. E. ee for defendant. 


Suiru, C. J., after stating the facts: The statute of 1876-77, in direct 
terms, vests in the landlord, who leases his land to a tenant, all the crop 
grown on the rented land in possession until the rent is paid, the other 
stipulations in the agreement fulfilled, or damages given instead, and 
until the lessor or his assignors “shall be paid for all advances made and 
expenses incurred in making and saving said crop.” The Code, sec. 1754. 
These statutory relations grow out of the contract of lease for the 
security of the landlord and in aid of the credit of his tenant when his 
necessities require. such advances to enable him to make and 
harvest his crop, and thus assure to both the fruits of his labor. (324) 
The len given for supplies furnished grows out of the relation of | 
the parties and is incident to that relation. The statute does not take 
in advances made to laborers, or sublessees acting under a subordinate 
and subsequent letting from the lessee, who, so far as relates to the 
lessor, are but agencies employed by him in carrying out his own agree 
ment, at least unless made with the privity and assent of the lessee. In 
such case, practically the advances are to the lessee himself, and the 
statute affixes the lien. But the crop, in whatever manner raised, as 
well when the sublessee, as such, cultivates the land, or it is cultivated 
by employees under the direct control of the lessee, becomes subject to 
the statutory lien by force of the statute, his obligations to the landlord 
being primary and paramount to any subsequently created, as is decided 
in Montague v. Mial, 89 N. C., 13%. 
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In the present case the plaintiff Moore made the advances for which 
the action is prosecuted, not to his own lessee, Cameron, but to the sub- 
lessee of Cameron, Newell, with whom the plaintiff has no contract rela- 
tions, and this, not only without his request or at his instance, by which 
Cameron himself was supplying the wants of his own tenant, through the 
defendant Faison. For the manner of furnishing is tantamount to its 
being done by Cameron himself, so far at least as concerns the plaintifi’s 
asserted claim to a prior lien for his advances. Cameron, for advances 
made to his tenant, would occupy towards him the relation of lessor with 
the rights incident to that relation, but it would be in subordination to 
those acquired by Moore in his original letting of the land, since what- 
ever arrangements are entered into by Cameron they are under and by 
virtue of the lease obtained from the owner of the premises. Montague 

v. Mial, supra. 
(325) It is sufficient for determining the appeal to say that Moore, 
in voluntarily crediting, not his own lessee, but one engaged in 
performing the obligations of Cameron, under Cameron’s control, can- 
not assert a lien therefor, and, as every stipulation in his lease has been 
comphed with, his right of possession terminates. There is no error. 
Judgment affirmed. 
No error. Affirmed. 


Cited: Brewer v. Chappell; 101 N. C., 254; Jarrell v. Daniel, 114 
N. C., 214; S. ». Crook, 182 N. C., 1054; Land Co. v. Cole, 197 
N. C., 457. 


D. F. KINNEY y. P. F. LAUGHENOUR, 


Execution against the Person—Arrest—Constitutron—S eduction. 


1. It is the duty of the clerk of the court, upon the application of the plain- a 


tiff, to issue, in. proper cases, the execution against the person, under 
sections 442, 447 and 448(8) of The Code. 


2. Such execution should command the sheriff to arrest the defendant and 
commit him to the jail of the county from which it issued, until he shall 

pay the judgment or be discharged according to law. 

3. Section 291(2) of The Code, authorizing the arrest of a person in an action 
for seduction, is not in conflict with the PrOvesiOu of the Constitution pro- 
hibiting imprisonment for debt. 

(Moore v. Mullen, TT N. C., 827; Hoover v. Palmer, 30 N. C., 318; Moore v. 
Green, 73 N. C., 394; Long v. McLeod, 88 N. C., 3; Houston v. Walsh, 79 
N. C., 85; and Peebles v. Foote, 83 N. C., 102; cited and approved.) 
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THIs was a motion upon the return of an execution against the person, 
heard before McRae, J., at Spring Term, 1886, of Davipson ae 
Court. 

In the complaint, the plaintiff alleges the cause of action seattiet the 
defendant for the seduction of his step-daughter, who was at the time 
thereof a member of his family and his servant. At the time the 
summons was issued, the plaintiff obtained the warrant of arrest, (326) 
which was duly executed upon the defendant. 

In the course of the action he obtained a judgment against the de- — 
fendant, and thereupon an execution duly issued against _ property, 
which was returned unsatisfied. | 

Thereafter an execution issued against his person, of which the 
following 1s a copy: | 


- Davipson Country—SvureErion Court. 


D. F. Kinney, Plaintiff, 
against EHaecution. 
P.-F. Laughenour, Defendant. 


THE STATE OF ‘Norra CAROLINA, ee eae 
To the Sheriff of Yadkin County—Greeting: 


Whereas, judgment was rendered on 7 September, 1885, in an action 
between D. F. Kinney, as plaintiff, and P. F. Laughenour, as defendant, 
in favor of said plaintiff, and against the said defendant, for the sum 
of two hundred dollars as damages, and two hundred and sixty-one and 
25-100 dollars as cost, as appears by the judgment roll filed in the 
office of the clerk of said court; and whereas, the said judgment was 
docketed in this county on 7 September, 1885; and the sum of two 
hundred dollars as damages, and $261.25 as cost are now due thereon, 
with interest on two hundred dollars from 7 September, 1885; And 
whereas, an execution against the property of the said P. F. Laughenour 
has been duly issued to you and returned unsatisfied : | 

You are therefore commanded to arrest the said P. F. Laughenour, | 
the defendant herein, and have his body before said court, at its next 
term, to be held for the county of Davidson, at the courthouse in 
Lexington, on the first Monday in March, 1886. Herein fail not, 
and have you then and there this writ. | (3827) 

Issued 14 January, 1886. 3 , 7 
C. F. Lows, 
Clerk Superior Court Daaidson County. 
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Under this execution, the sheriff accepted a bond in the sum of six 
hundred dollars conditional for the appearance of the defendant before 
the court in term, “and not depart the same without leave,’ ete. 

At the Spring Term, 1886, of the court, further proceedings were had, 
whereof the following is a copy: | 

“The defendant presents himself in answer to the execution issued 
against his person, dated 14 January, 1886, and in exoneration of his © 
bond given the sheriff of Yadkin County. Plaintiff moves that he be 
taken in custody and committed to the common jail of Davidson County, 
to answer the exigency of the writ. The judge being of the opinion 
that this execution was not in its form warranted by law, denied the 
motion at cost of plaintiff, and plaintiff excepts. 

“Plaintiff now moves that the judge order that an execution against 
the person of defendant issue forthwith. The judge being of the opinion — 
that it is unnecessary for the plaintiff to apply to the court in term 
for the issuance of such process as he may be entitled to under the law, 
declines to make the order. Plaintiff excepts, and appeals to the Supreme 
Court.” : 


M. H. Pinnix for plaintiff. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Merrion, J., after stating the case: The statute (The Code, sec. 
291, par. 2) provides, that a defendant may be arrested “for seduction,” 
.and it has been held, that this provision is valid, and not in 
(328) conflict with Art. II, sec. 16, of the Constitution, which pro- 
vides, that “There shall be no imprisonment for debt, except in 
cases of fraud.” Damages recovered in an action for seduction do not 
constitute a debt, in the sense implied by this provision. Moore v. 
Mullen, 77 N. C., 327; Hoover v. Palmer, 80 N. C., 313; Moore »v. 
Green, 738 N. C., 394; Long v. McLeod, 88 N. C., 3. 

The statute (The Code, sec. 442) provides, that there may be execution 
against the person of the judgment debtor, and section 447 prescribes 
that, “If the action be one in which the defendant might have been 
arrested, an execution against the person of the judgment debtor may 
be issued to any county within the State, after the return of an execution 
against his property, unsatisfied in whole or in part. But no execution 
shall issue against the person of a judgment debtor, unless an order of 
arrest has been secured, as provided in Title IX, supehapice 1, of this 
chapter, or unless the complaint contains a statement of facts showing 
one or more of the causes of arrest podniee by section 291,” cited 
above. 7 | 
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In this case, it appears that the verified complaint sufficiently alleged 
a cause of action against the defendant for the seduction of the plain- 
tiff’s step-daughter, and in addition, there was an affidavit upon which 
and the complaint, a warrant of arrest issued. Upon the judgment ob- 
tained, an execution against the property of the defendant issued, and 
this was returned unsatisfied. A proper execution against the person of 
the defendant might therefore have been issued. There had been an 
order of arrest served upon him, and moreover, the complaint contained 
a statement of facts showing a cause of arrest. An execution, purporting 
to be such a one, did issue, but it was insufficient. It ought to have 
commanded the sheriff, or other proper officer, as directed by the statute 
(The Code, sec. 448, par. 3), to arrest the defendant, “and commit 
him to the jail of the county, until he shall pay the judgment, or be 
discharged, according to law,” and to make due return of the 
execution to the court, and how he had executed the same. It (329) 
would have been well, also, in connection with the other recitals 
in the execution, to have made brief reference to the cause of arrest, 
although, perhaps, this is not essential in such execution. The party 
thus arrested must be committed to the jail of the county from which 
the execution issued. The Code, sec. 444; Houston v. Walsh, 79 N. C. 
35; Peebles v. Foote, 88 N. C., 102. 

It must be observed, in H ouston: v. Walsh, supra, that the Chief 


” 


Justice, in pointing out the defects in the execution referred to in that 


case, had reference to the statute (Battle’s Rev., ch. 18), suspending the 
Code of Civil Procedure in certain respects, and not to OC. C. P., sec. 
261, par. 3, which provided just as the statute (The Code, sec. 448, 
par. 3), now provides. 

As the defendant asked the court to commit him to jail in exoneration 
of his surety, if the plaintiff had joined in such request, it might have 
_ made a proper order so committing him, “until he shall (should) pay 
the judgment or be discharged, ne le to law,” but the plaintiff did 
not ask for such an order. The court, therefore, properly declined to 
make it. 

Nor was it necessary that the court eats order that an execution 
issue forthwith against the person of the defendant. The facts being 
as they appear to us, it was the duty of the clerk, upon application of 
the plaintiff, or his counsel, to issue a proper execution against. the 
person of the defendant, as indicated above, without an order of the 
court. Nothing appearing to the contrary, the plaintist may yet apply 
for and obtain such execution. 

There is no error, and the order appealed from must be affirmed. 

No error. | Affirmed. 
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Cited: Patton v. Gash, 99 N. C., 284; Burgwyn v. Hall, 108 N. C., 
498; Carroll v. Montgomery, 128 N. C., 280; Huntley v. Hasty, 132 
N. C., 281; Ledford v. Emerson, 148 N. C., 534; Oakley v, Lasater, 
172 N, C., 97; Coble v. Medley, 186 N. C., 489, 


(330) be 
H. B. KERLED er at. vy. M. A. CORPENING, Exucuror, er AL. 
Presumption—Payment—Parties—Pleading. | 


1. Where a clerk and master, in the years 1855 and 1858, received moneys 
arising from the sale of lands for partition, under a decree of the Court 
of Hquity, but no demand was made or proceedings instituted by the 
parties entitled to receive them until the year 1880: Held, that the statu- 
tory’ presumption of payment or satisfaction must prevail. 


2. Under an order of reference, by consent, containing directions to the 
referee to ascertain what sums the clerk and master had received, when 
received, and.a further provision that “his decision of the law is open to 
‘revision in this and other courts having jurisdiction,” it is competent for 
the defendant to set up the presumption of payment from lapse of time, 
notwithstanding no answer was filed. 


3. In all actions and proceedings demanding relief, the names of all the parties 
thereto should be properly set forth in the summons and pleadings. A 
general designation of them as “‘the heirs of M. ©.” is irregular and will 
not be tolerated. 


(Bradford v. Erwin, 12 Ired., 291, cited and approved.) 


Tus is a civil action, which was tried at Spring Term, 1886, of 
McDowztui Superior. Court, before Graves, J., upon referee’ s report 
and exceptions. 

The facts upon which the present action depends are those set out 
in the case of Curtes’ hewrs, reported in 82 N. C., 435, where a remedy 
was sought in a motion in the cause as originally constituted in the 
Court of Equity and reinstated on the docket of the Superior Court for 
that purpose. It is needless to restate them. The present proceeding, 
suggested ini the opinion then delivered, is by an independent motion 
after notice, made under the provisions of The Code, sec. 1880. A de- 
murrer to the complaint was put in, and not being acted on at Fall 
Term, 1883, an order of reference by consent, was made to M. H. 

Justice, “to take and state an account, showing: ° 
(331) (1) What sums of money, if any, came to the hands of C. L. S. 
Corpening, deceased, former clerk and master, as the proceeds of 
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the sale of the lands of Moses ee enous’, and when such sums 
came to his hands; 

(2) What amount, if any, is now due the plaintifis in this case in 
consequence of a failure to pay over to the parties in interest. | 

( 3) What sums have been paid, when ped if any, by the said Cor- 
pening in his lifetime. 

(4) The referee will pass upon all questions of fact and state his con- 
clusions of law, and make his report to the next term; and it is agreed 
that the referee find his facts and upon such facts give his opinion as to 
the law arising thereon, it being fully agreed that the decision of the 
law is open to revision in this and other courts having jurisdiction.” 

It appears that lands belonging to Moses Curtis, and at his death 
devised to his wife for life, and to his children in remainder, were sold 
under a decree of the Court of Equity of McDowell County, and after 
confirmation and an allowance for selling, it was ordered, at Fall Term, 
1855, that “the clerk and master loan the purchase money, after paying 
the costs in the case, until the next term, taking bond and security,” ete. 

- William M. Carson, who had previously held the office of clerk and 
master, at the same term resigned it, and C. L. S. Corpening, testator of 
the defendant Martha, was appointed in his place, and continued to hold 
it until the court to which it was attached ceased to exist, in 1868. Mary 
Curtis died in 1884, and the plaintiff, who had married a daughter, — 
became her administrator. The testator of the defendant, as is averred 
in the pleadings, died in 1875, 

The referee finds from the recitals in ihe deed from C. ir S. Corpen- 
ing, executed in his official capacity, by direction of the court, to Thomas 
Hemphill, substituted in place of Thomas L. Hill, the original pur- 
chaser, whose surety he had become, and who had paid the debt, for a 
portion of the lands so sold; that the testator, Corpening, received 
on 28 October, 1855, the sum of $238, which, with interest (332) 
thereon, he is sagged with, in the account renderéd. This sum 
is somewhat enlarged by an erroneous mode of computation, whereby 
the principal money is increased by an excess of interest above a small 
credit, which thus itself becomes an interest-bearing principal. 

The defendants excepted to the report of the referee: 

a That it appeared that the clerk and master was ordered, at Fall 
Term, 1855, to loan out the money in question, and there was no evi-_ 
dence that he was ever afterwards directed to collect the. money, or, at 

least, the principal. 

, Q That if the same was collected, there was under the facts of this | 
case, a presumption that it had heat paid to the Beshee eHHESS), and 
there was no evidence to rebut the same. 3 | 
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-The-case coming on to be heard, upon the report and the exceptions 
thereto, filed by both parties, it was ordered that all the exceptions of 
the plaintiff be overruled; and it was further ordered that the first. ex- 
ception of the defendant be overruled, but the second exception of the 
defendant, to the effect that demand is presumed satisfied, discharged 
and abandoned, was sustained. It was further adjudged that the de- 
fendants have judgment for cost. 

From this ruling, and the judgment rendered thereon, the plaintiffs 
appealed, and the only question presented is, as to the raising of the 
statutory presumption of payment upon the facts found. 


W. H. Malone and J oo Devereux, Jr., for plaantiffs. 
No counsel for defendants. 


Smitu, C. J., after stating the case as above: There passed into the 
hands of Corpening, by virtue of his office, in October, 1855, the sum of 
money mentioned, and he was by the decree directed to lend it out 
(333) on security until the succeeding term, but it does not appear that 
any such loan was made. He received from another purchaser, 
Spoke, on 27 April, 1858, the sum of $76, which on the next day he 
paid over to one Burgin, guardian of Mary Curtis, as the order appor- 
tioning the fund required; and again he paid the plaintiff, E. B. Kerlee, 
her succeeding guardian, $20, on 3 November, 1859; from what source 
received does not appear. There is no controversy in regard to these 
funds, since the referee only charges the clerk and master with his 
collection from Hemphill, and the facts are adverted to in conection with 
the long silence that has since intervened up to the institution of the 
present action, in September, 1880. 

Now, the fund is traced into the clerk’s hands, and in no manner is he 
acquitted of his direct responsibility to those entitled to it. If he mis- 
appropriated the money, or failed to lend it, and collect and pay over 
the annual interest, it would be a breach of his bond, and subject him to 
an action. It is from this long delay, and in explanation of it, that the 
statute deduces the inference of payment or satisfaction, and requires 
affirmative proof of nonpayment. None such has, in this, been offered. 
The presumption, therefore, must prevail. : 

_ But it is argued that no such defense has been set up specifically, and 

this is true as to every defense, since no answer has been filed, unless 
what is termed a demurrer be so considered, and this does not purport 
to be. -But the consent reference, signed by counsel and “affirmed” by 


the judge, sends the whole subject of controversy to the referee, and 


specially to determine what is due from the testator’s estate to the 
plaintiffs, and payments partial or in full must be inquired into, to 
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ascertain the result. The defendant has the same right to contest as the 
plaintiffs to establish their claims, and to avail themselves of the rules 
of evidence applicable thereto. We concur, consequently, in the ruling 
of the judge and his disposal of the cause. | 
- We have proceeded to consider the appeal upon its merits (334) 
because our conclusion is against the plaintiffs. Had our opinion 
been different, we should have paused in making a decision until the 
parties interested in the fund are introduced into the cause. But three 
only of the plaintiffs’ names are found in the pleadings, the plaintiff 
Kerlee and wife in their right, and himself, as administrator of Mary 
Curtis, and the numerous others are described, without naming them, 
as “heirs. at law of Moses Curtis, deceased,” and this cannot be tolerated. 
Who are the heirs at law of a deceased person, is a question of law. 
Bradford v. Erwin, 12 Ired., 291; and the defect, after being pointed 
out in the demurrer, has not been removed. Persons who demand money 
from others, must appear in the record in proper person, so that the 
defendant may know the money will go into the hands of rightful claim- 
ants, and he not be exposed to a suit for the same from others. When 
the summons was issued there were no named plaintiffs, and only the 
comprehensive term, “heirs of Moses Curtis,” was used to cover all who 
might have that relation toward the deceased, while these were desig- 
nated by name when the complaint was filed. 

There is no error, and the judgment below is affirmed. 


No error. | Affirmed. 
(335) 
W. H. PHIFER, AssicNert or M. E. CROWELL, v. MARSHALL E. 
ALEXANDER. 


I ssues—Judge’ s Charge—E ace prions. 


1. Where at the commencement of the trial certain issues were agreed upon 
by the parties to the action, but subsequently the court substituted others 
without objection: Held, that, after verdict an exception that such issues 
were not properly submitted, came too late. 


2. While it may not be suflicient ground for a new trial that the court failed 
to give instructions to which the appellant might have been entitled if he 
had requested them, it is nevertheless the duty of the judge to declare 
and explain the law arising upon the facts as they bear upon the issues; 
and simply calling attention to the issues, without further instruction, is 
error. 


(Albright v. Mitchell, 70 N. C., 445; Miller v, Miller, 89 N. C., 209; Waddell v. 
Swann, 91 N. C., 108, cited and approved.) 
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Tuts is a civil action, which was tried before Avery, J, at October 
Term, 1886, of Mxcxrensure Superior Court. 

The action was brought by the plaintiff, as assignee of a mortgage 
debt, to recover damages for the unlawful seizure and conversion of a 
stock of goods by the defendant, which the plaintiff alleges belonged to 
him by virtue of a mortgage made to secure the debt mentioned, and 
which was assigned to him by the mortgagee therein. The defendant 
denies the material allegations of the complaint. He alleges that he 
seized and sold the goods in question, as sheriff, by virtue of certain 
executions properly in his hands, and that the plaintiff had no title to 
them; that his supposed title was fraudulent and void as to the creditors 
of the mortgagor under which he claimed, etc. 

When the trial was commenced the following i issues were agreed upon 
by the counsel : 

- 1. Is the plaintiff owner of the property described in complaint ? 
(336) 2. Did the defendant wrongfully seize and convert it? | 
, 3. What is the value of it? 

There was much evidence produced, part of it tending to prove fraud, 
as alleged by the defendant, and other parts of it, to prove the contrary. 
In the course of the trial: 

‘During the argument of the case by the last counsel for defendant, 
his Honor announced to the counsel that he had determined to submit 
the issues set forth in the record, with a view to elicit the facts in the 
nature of a special verdict or finding of fact, and read the issues he 
proposed to submit, and same were examined by defendant’s counsel who 
last spoke, and commented on to the jury. There were no exceptions 
taken to his Honor’s ruling. 

The court then called the attention of the jury to the testimony as 
bearing upon the issues which his-Honor had framed, but did not give 
any instructions upon the law; nor was there any request by the defend- 
ant that his Honor should give the instructions; nor any exceptions 
because his Honor did not give the instructions; but at the conclusion 
of the testimony handed his request for special instructions to the court. 

After the jury had returned the verdict upon the issues, the defend- 
ant, by his counsel, moved the court: | 

1. For judgment upon the verdict. 

2. For a judgment upon the facts admitted, and the verdict. 

8. If judgment for defendant is refused, defendant then moves for a 
new trial for errors committed in the trial of said cause, in admitting 
evidence against defendant’s objections, in refusing prayers for instruc- 
tions submitted by the defendant, and for errors in the instructions 
given, for refusing to submit issues tendered by defendant, and agreed 
on; and in submitting issues which were passed upon by the jury.” 
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‘The court denied the motion for a new trial, and gave judg- 
ment for the plaintiff, from which the defendant appealed to (337) 
this Court. 


D. A. Covington for plant 
Platt D. Walker and W. W. Fleming for defendant. 


Merrion, J., after stating the case: The issue agreed upon by the 
parties before the trial began, to be submitted to the jury, were the 
principal ones raised by the complaint and answer, and ought regularly 
_to have been submitted. The appellant had the right to have them, or 
others substantially like them, submitted, if he had insisted upon his 
right at the proper time. Albright v. Mitchell, 70 N. C., 445; Miller v. 
Miller, 89 N. C., 209; Waddell v. Swann, 91 N. C., 108. 

But the court, during the progress of the trial, and before the argu- 
ment of counsel to the jury was closed, deemed it proper and expedient 
to submit numerous issues other than those agreed upon—drew them up 
and gave the appellant’s counsel notice of, and opportunity to discuss 
them, and he did comment upon them to the jury, raising no objection to 
them and making none, that the issues agreed upon had been set aside. 
If the appellant was not satisfied with what the court did in this respect, 
he ought, when it declared its purpose, to have made proper objection, 
as he had the right to do; and as he did not, he must be held to have 
waived his right to object to them, especially, as, taking them altogether, 
they, in effect, secured the finding of the principal facts by the jury 
embraced by the material issues raised by the pleadings. It could not 
be just, nor would it comport with the dignity and seriousness of orderly 

procedure, to allow a party to test his fortune in the course of the action 
by submitting issues of fact to the jury, not in themselves illegal, to 
which he made no objection at the time they were submitted, and 
failing of success, to grant him a new trial, upon the ground (338) 
that he might have objected successfully in apt time to such issues, 
and failed to do so. Having agreed—certainly by implication—to sub- 
mit numerous issues, instead of the three agreed upon, he cannot be 
allowed to change his purpose after an unsuccessful result, and have a 


new trial, because he might possibly have been more fortunate if ‘the | 


three issues, or they and others, had been submitted. 

Tt appears that the court simply directed the attention of the jury to 
the bearing of the evidence upon the issues submitted, “but hé did not 
give any instructions upon the law”—the case settled on appeal so 
- states—nor was there any special request by the appellant, after the 
three issues agreed upon were rejected ; that the court should give the 
special £ instructions at first prayed for, nor were exceptions taken at the 
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time the issues were given to the jury, because they were not given. But 
the statute (The Code, sec. 413) expressly prescribes, that the judge 
shall “declare and explain the law arising” upon the facts as they bear 
upon the issues submitted, while it may be, if he fails to do so, and the 
party complaining fails at the proper time to ask that particular or 
proper instructions as to the law be given, or to object because such 
instructions were not given, he might not afterwards be heard to com- 
plain. In this case, at the close of the evidence, the appellant’s counsel 
did ask the court to give numerous special instructions, intended no 
doubt at first to apply to the three issues set aside, but they were quite as 
pertinent to the issues submitted, and ought to have been given, if they 
embraced the law applicable; or if they did not, then they should have 
been modified and given; or the prayer should have been denied, and 
proper instructions as to the law, given. The instructions asked for 
were not withdrawn; they remained before the court, and should have 
been disposed of in a proper way. As they were not, there is 
(339) error. The appellant is not entitled to judgment upon the 
verdict. The material facts of the case are not admitted on 
elther side. A copy of the deed of mortgage attacked for fraud is not 
set forth in the record, but so far as appears from the pleadings and the 
evidence, it is not upon its face fraudulent, and the jury expressly find 
that it was not made “with the actual intent of the parties” to it, to 
defraud the creditors of the mortgagor. He is, however, entitled to a 
new trial, and to that end let this opinion be certified to the Superior 
Court according to law. It is so ordered. | 
Error. Ventre de novo. 


Cited: Phifer v. Erwin, 100 N. C., 60; Cotton Mills v. Abernathy, 
115 N. C., 409. 


J. B. AUSTIN anv Wire v. J. E. KING. 


Huidence—Taa Inst. 


1, The facts that one of the parties listed the land in controversy for taxation, 
and paid the taxes assessed, before there was any controversy about tt, 
and that the other did not, are admissible in evidence to be considered by 
the jury, with other evidence, tending to show the claim of title to, and 
possession of the land by the Danie: and their acts and conduct we 
wards it. 


2. The tax-lists are admissible in evidence to show these facts. 
(Thornburg v. Mastin, 98 N. C., 250, cited and commented on.) 
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Tus was a civil action, tried before Avery, J., at February Term, 
1886, of Unton Superior Court. 

There was a verdict and Judgment for the plaintitts, from which the 
defendant appealed. The facts are seumiclently stated in the opinion of 
the Court. _ 


D. A. Covington for plaintiffs. 
J.J. Vann for defendant. 


Davis, J. The feme plaintiff claims under a deed from J. (340) © 
Morgan Rea to J. L. Rea, her ancestor, dated 25 March, 1857, 
and registered 27 May, 1880. The plaintiff also offered in evidence a 
deed from J. L. Rea to J. Morgan Rea, dated 18 October, 1858, and 
— registered 9 September, 1884. It was admitted that both these deeds 
covered the land in question, and it was contended by the plaintiffs that 
the last named deed was in their possession at the commencement of this 
action, and was filed with the clerk of the court for the inspection of the 
defendant, and while so in custody of the clerk, the defendant procured 
possession thereof, and had it registered without the sanction of the 
court, and without the knowledge of the plaintiffs and against their will. 
They contend that this deed from J. L. Rea to J. Morgan Rea was sur- 
rendered by the latter to the former, for cancellation, before registra- 
tion, for the purpose of revesting the title in the said J. L. Rea, and one 
of the issues submitted to the jury was: 

“Did J. Morgan Rea surrender to J. L. Rea, the deed executed by 
J. L. Rea to J. Morgan Rea, for the land in controversy, for the purpose 
of annulling the said deed and revesting the title in said J. L. Rea?” 

The defendant denies that the deed was surrendered for any such 
purpose, and claims: 

1. Under the said deed from J. L. Rea to J. Morgan Rea. | 

_ 2. Under the will of J. Morgan Rea, dated 26 March, 1859, by auieh . 
the land in controversy was devised to the widow of a testator for life, 
with remainder to his two sons, James Rea and Pinkney Rea and by 
mesne conveyances from said James and Pinkney Rea. 

'W. F. Rea, a son of J. Morgan Rea, testified, among other things, that 
in December, 1858, he was at his father’s house, and J. L. Rea was 
there—that J. Morgan Rea and one Austin were looking over the papers 
of the said Morgan Rea, and while so engaged, - L. Rea said to his 
father, Morgan Rea: “There is that deed now,” pointing to a 
deed among the papers; his father took up the deed and handed (341) 
it to him and said, “here, that is yours.” The next morning, in . 
response to a question, J. Morgan Rea told the witness that J. L. Rea 
had had a difficulty and was about to go to Georgia, and in order to 
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save his land, had conveyed the same to him (the father); that he had 
been to Georgia, had returned, fixed up his difficulty, and that he (the 
father) had, on the day before, surrendered the deed to his son, J. L. 
Rea. 

There was other evidence end: to show that 7 M. Rea. had sur- 
rendered the deed to J. L. Rea. 

The defendant, to sustain his contention that the deed from J. L. Rea 
to J. M. Rea was never surrendered by the latter to the former, with 
other evidence, proposed to offer the tax lists of Union County, for the 
purpose of showing “that J. L. Rea returned for taxation for the year 
1858, 107 acres of land, none for taxation for the year 1859; that J. M. 
Rea returned no. part of the land in dispute for 1858, but in 1859 re- 
turned for taxation 180 acres,” and they proposed further to show that 
the 107 acres was the land in dispute. “The plaintiff objected to this 
testimony, in so far as it related to J. M. Rea giving in said land for 
taxation, because it was a declaration in his own interest, and was there- 
fore incompetent, ss ‘This objection was sustained and the defendant ex- 
cepted. 

This is the first exception in the record, and niente the question : 
Was there error in excluding the tax lists? 

We have been unable, either by the aid of counsel or our own re-— 
searches, to find any direct adjudication of the question in the courts of 
this State. In Thornburg v. Mastin, 93 N. C., 258, the plaintiff was 
seeking to enforce the specific performance of a contract for the pur- 
chase of the interest. of one Mastin in certain land owned by said Mastin 

and one Transon. The contract was made in 1863, and it was 

(3842) insisted by the defendants (heirs of Mastin) that the plaintiff | 
had abandoned his contract. It was in evidence, and, it seems, 
without objection, that Thornburg had not returned the land for taxa- 
tion, but there was no evidence as to who had listed it. It was insisted 
for the defendants that the failure of Thornburg to list the land for 
taxation was strong evidence of the abandonment of his equity, and on 
the other side, the plaintiff insisted that as there was no evidence to 
. show who had listed it, 1t was to be presumed that Transon (the other 
tenant In common) had done so. In that case, the court charged the 
jury that where there were tenants in common of land, either of them 
could give it in for taxation, and if given in by either, it was sufficient. 
The defendant excepted to this charge, and on appeal, this Court sus- 
tained the judge below. Ashe, J., said: “Any one supposing that he had 
a claim upon the land of another, may list it and pay the taxes, but that. 
would be very slight, if any, evidence tending to establish his title; for 
two or more persons may. give in the land for.taxation, which is some- 
times done, each thinking that it in some way tends to strengthen his 
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claim. The tax-book did not show who had listed the land for taxation 
since the plaintifi’s bill was dismissed, but the plaintiff may have sup- 
posed, as he had only an equitable claim upon the land, it was the one 
of the owner of the legal estate to list it for taxation.” 

Such evidence may be of greater or less weight, according to circum- 
stances; of this the jury must determine. The listing of land and pay- 
ing taxes for supposed advantage, where there is controversy, would be 
of no weight, and if done, post litem motam, should be excluded. But 
where there is conflicting evidence as to what the purpose of the parties 
was, we can see no reason why the acts and conduct of each of them 
toward the subject-matter, at a time when there was no dispute, should 
not go to the jury to aid. them i in coming to a conclusion as to what that 
purpose was. | 

The fact that at a time when there was no controversy about (343) 
the title—ante litem motam—aA. listed property for taxes, prior 
to a given period, and ceased to list it after that period, and B., claim- © 
ing A.’s title, did not give it in prior to the period named, but did give 
it in subsequent to that period, is some evidence to show that B. and 
not A. became the owner, legal or equitable, after the change. It is not 
the declaration, but the act of the party; an independent circumstance, 
to be weighed by the jury. 

“The books of assessment of public taxes are admissible to prove the 
assessment of the taxes upon the individuals, and of the property therein 
mentioned.” 1 Greenleaf Ev., sec. 493. 

Strode v. Seaton, 2 Ad. & EL. (reported i in 29 Eng. Com. on Reps., 
62), was an action of ejectment, tried before Lord Denman, C. J., at the 
Bristol Assizes. The land tax assessments were offered in evidence, and 
it was objected to as inadmissible, but “the Lord Chief Justice received 
them, subject to the objection,” and this ruling was sustained by the 
ruling of King’s Bench. The Chief Justice, referring to the question of 
title involved in that case, said: “That depended upon a number of 
deeds, upon the assessments, and upon a great deal of other evidence, 
which was very largely discussed on both sides, and I think the verdict 
was correct.” 

In Roukindorff v. Taylor's Lessee, 4 Peters, 358, the tax-books, regu- 
larly made up by the proper officers, were admitted as evidence. See, — 
also, Fletcher v. Fuller, 120 U. S., 534. | | 

When this case was before this Court, as reported in 91 N. C., 290, 
Merrimon, J., referring to the evidence, said: “A slight fact may have 
turned the scale on the trial in favor of the defendant, so that it became 
important to exclude slight improper evidence on the one side or the 
other.” It is of equal importance that no proper evidence, though it 
may be slight, should be excluded. 
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(344) We think there was error in excluding the tax lists, and this 
entitles the defendant to a new trial. 
It is not necessary that we should consider the other exceptions pre- 


sented in the record. There is error. | 
Error. | | Venare de novo. 


Cited: Peck v. Manning, 99 N. C., 160; Faulcon v. Johnston, 102 
N. C., 269; Ruffin v. Overby, 105 N. C., 86; Ellis v. Harris, 106 N. C., 
397; Pasley v. Richardson, 119 N. C., 450; Bernhardt v. Brown, 122 
N. C., 590; Ridley v. R. R., 124 N. C., 39; Gates v. Max, 125 N. C., 144; 
R. BR. vw. Land Co., 187 N.-C., 332; Martin.v. Knight, 147 N. C., 581; 
Christman v. Hilliard, 167 N. C., 7; Alexander v. Cedar Works, 177 

N. C., 148; Tilghman v. Hancock, "196 N. C., 781. 


ROBT. SIMPSON anv Wire v. JAMES M. HOUSTON. 


Homestead—Exemption from Sale under Execution. 


1. The plaintiff R. S., having been adjudicated a bankrupt, and the land in 
controversy having been assigned to him as his homestead in the bank- 
ruptcy proceedings, it is exempt from sale under execution issued on a 
judgment for a fiduciary debt which is not discharged by his discharge 
in bankruptcy. 


2. This exemption from sale under execution against the homsteader follows 
the land when conveyed by him to another party. 


3. When the wife does not join with the husband in making the deed, the 
status of the land as a homestead is unaltered. 


(Markham v, Hicks, 90 N. C., 204; Lamb v. Chamness, 84 N. C., 879; Murphy 
v. McNeil, 82 N. C., 221; cited and approved) . 


Tus was a civil action, tried before Avery, J., at February Term, 


1886, of Union Superior Court. 
Ther was judgment for the defendant, from which the plaintiffs 


appealed. 
The facts are the same as in the case of Hasty v. Simpson, 84 N. C., 


590. 


W. P. Bynum for plaintiffs. 
D. A. Covington for defendant. 
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Smirn, C. J. The facts stated in the case in the present appeal are 
essentially the same as those before the Court in Hasty v. Simpson, re- 
ported in 84 N. C., 590, and the rehearsal is entirely unnecessary 
to an understanding of the matter in controversy. Then the ap- (345) 
plication was to set aside the execution under which the land ~ 
allotted as a homestead to the bankrupt had been sold, and it was 
refused. The present action, as suggested in that opinion, is to test 
the validity of the title acquired by the purchaser at the sale, and is 
instituted by the plaintiff Simpson and his wife the latter claiming 
under a conveyance of her husband to one Wittkouski, and thence by 
successive deeds to herself. 

The deeds were all executed before the sale under execution, which 
took place in July, 1869. 

The hen created by the rendition of judgment at Fall Term, 1880, 
of Union Superior Court, it is insisted for the defendant, overreaches 
alike the deeds and the adjudication in bankruptcy in June, 1873, 

and warrants the sale, 

We have no hesitation in holding, that the land assigned the bank- 
rupt as a homestead is as effectually and fully protected from execution 
against the still subsisting and unsatisfied portion of the fiduciary debt, 
which has shared in the distribution of the estate, as against any other. 

This remains in force, but not to disturb the effect of the action in 
the bankrupt court,.and expose exempt property to sale under final 
process. Can there be any reasonable doubt entertained of the applica- 
tion of the rule to the exempt personal estate; and is this any more 
protected from creditors than the exempt real estate? | 

Suppose the bankrupt were to fail to obtain his final discharge, so 
that all his unsatisfied debts remain in force; can the creditors, after 
participating in the surrendered estate left, and assenting to the exemp- 
tions allotted, seize upon and appropriate that assigned and set apart 
as exempt, to the further payment of their demands? This would be 
to defeat the operation of the law and to annul what had been done 
under it. The creditor having a fiduciary debt stands in no better 
position in this respect than any other creditor when the dis- (346) 
charge is refused. The effect in each case is to leave the debts in 
force, to be made out of any future acquisitions of the ee 
and to forbid any access to that which is exempt. 

Some doubt was expressed in the opinion in the former case, as to 
the effect of the bankrupt’s alienation of the land, and whether the 
same immunity followed it into the hands of the mortgagee, or ceased at 
the transfer. This doubt is now to be resolved, and the inquiry an- 
swered. 3 
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The land itself, as we said in Markham v. Hicks, 90 N. C., 204, is set 
apart to the debtor, protected from the pressure of the claims of 
creditors for a definite period. Invested with this immunity, and yet 
capable of alienation by the debtor, the estate passes under the mortgage 
in the plight and condition in which it was held by the debtor, to be 
enjoyed unmolested for the specified term. While the primary object 
of the exemption is to preserve a home for the insolvent and his 
family, there is nothing in the enactments of this State, or of the United 
States, in which ours is incorporated, to indicate that the interdict 
put upon the creditor is to cease by the debtor’s transfer, and leave the 
property at once exposed to sale under execution. If such was intended, 


why was it not said that the protection should cease when the debtor 


parted with his property? and this in effect would be practically to 
render it unalienable, for what of value would be obtained by the 
purchaser when the property could be at once taken and disposed of by 
a creditor? The value of what is assigned consists in the right to possess 
and enjoy it, as the assignor could for the same term, and under the 
same securities. It seems to us that these consequences result from the 
yight of the debtor to dispose of, free from creditors, that which he 
thus himself enjoys. Lamb ». Chamness, 84 N. C., 379 : Murphy »v. 
McNeil, 82 N. C., 221. 
(347) But the present action is in the name af hisbard and wife, and 
if the successive deeds were insufficient to divest his rights, the 
case not showing, as did the other, that. his wife joined in making the 
mortgage, the status of the land as a homestead would be unaltered, 
and so in neither view could the purchaser, at the attempted sale under 
execution, get a right of possession to defeat the action. 

We are not unadvised of the difficulties that may grow out of this 
decision should other homestead exemptions be allowed, while perhaps 
- but one is in contemplation of the statutes, but we cannot deny to 
the insolvent debtor the right to exchange the one homestead for another, 
and thus better his condition, which would be the practical result of 
subjecting the alienated exempt land at once to the process of the 
creditor. Our ruling not only conforms to the letter of the enactment, . 
but best subserves its generous purposes as a relief to the debtor. 

There is error, and judgment must i be entered for the plaintiffs. 

Error. | Reversed. 


Cited: Van Story v. iene 112 N. C., 206; Stern v. Lee, 115 
N.C. 429. 
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| WwW. D. JONES et at. v. THOS. J. COFFEY et At. 
| Estoppel ‘i Matter of Record. 


1. When in an action brought against the executor and heirs at law and 
devisees of the testator, the court—having jurisdiction both of the persons 
and of the subject-matter of the action—ordered the land in controversy 
to be sold, and it was sold and purchased and paid for by the defendant 
herein, and the sale was confirmed, and title ordered by the court to be 
made to the purchaser, which was done, the defendants in such action — 
are estopped by the judgment, and cannot impeach it collaterally in this 
action by showing that the land belonged to them, and was embraced in 
the orders of the court by mistake, inadvertence or misapprehension. 


2. If the first action is still pending, they must seek their remedy, if uney have 
any, in it; if it is determined, then by a new action. 


(Burke v. Elliott, 4 Ired., 355; Armfield v. Moore, Busb., 157; Gay v. Stancel, 
76 N. C., 869; Morris v. Gentry, 89 N. C., 248; Long v. Jarratt, 94 N. C., 
443; Mi anwell v. Blair, 95 N. C., 317, cited and Bpprovee:) , 


Tus was a civil action, tried before Graves, J., at Spring (348) 
Term, 1886, of Waravea Superior Court. | 
The plaintiffs are the heirs at law of John T. ‘Jc ones and Walter L. 
Jones, who died intestate long before this action began, and as the 
plaintiffs allege, seized of the land described in the complaint, which, 

in that case, descended to them as such heirs. 

The defendants allege in their answer, that the land in question 
belonged to Edmund P. Jones, who was the ancestor of the plaintiffs,. 
who died in 1878, leaving a will, which was duly proven; that after- 
wards, the First National Bank of Charlotte, and others, brought 
their action to the Fall. Term, 1879, of the Superior Court of Caldwell 
_ County, against the executor of the will mentioned, and the present de- 
fendants; that in the course of that action a receiver was appointed, and 
the land in question was sold under a. proper decree made therein; 
that at that sale the defendants became the purchasers of the land, 
paid the purchase money therefor—the sale was duly confirmed, and 
the receiver, under the direction of the court, made a proper deed to 
them, under which they claim title to the land. 

On the trial in this action, a question arose as to whether the land . 
in controversy was of the land sold as above stated, and embraced by 
the decree and deed under which the defendants claim. It was identi- 
fied as part of the land so sold, but. the plaintiffs contended that if it 
was, it was so embraced by inadvertence, mistake and misapprehen- 
sion—that in fact, it belonged to them as heirs at law of these brothers, 
as first above stated, who died—one in 1863—the other in 1864. 
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(349) The defendants eaneenaed that the plaintiffs are eel by the 

record in the action mentioned, which was put in evidence on the 
trial, but the court gave judgment for the plaintiffs, whereupon the 
defendants, having excepted and assigned errors, appealed to this Court. 


A. M. Lewis for plaintrffs. 
E. C. Smith for defendants. 


Merrion, J., after stating the facts: It appears that in the action 
of the First National Bank of Charlotte, and others, against the execu- 
tor of the will of Edmund P. Jones, deceased, and the present plaintiffs, 
mentioned in the pleadings, the court had competent jurisdiction of the 
parties thereto, including the present plamtifis, and as well of the 
subject-matter—the land—embraced by it. 

The land now in controversy was embraced by it, although this was 
controverted, and sold under a valid decree, so far as appears, the de- 
fendants iene the purchasers. 

They paid the purchase money—the sale was ‘confirmed by the court, 
and under its direction, the receiver executed a proper deed of convey- | 
ance to the defendants. In that action the rights of the plaintiffs 
here contended for, came directly in question, and they ought then to 
have set up their title to the land they now seek to recover. As they 
did not, they are concluded by the record made against. them; they are 
bound by it so long as the judgment therein remains unreversed, and 
they cannot attack it collaterally in the present action. Burke v. Ethott, 
4 Tred., 355; Armfield v. Moore, Busb., 157; Gay v. Stancell, 76 N. C., 
369 ; M orris v. Gentry, 89 N. C., 248. 

The plaintiffs contend, that if the land they seek to recover by dis 
action was embraced by ‘and sold under the decree in the action men- 
tioned, it was so by mistake and misapprehension. It appears that that 

action is not yet determined. If so, the plaintiffs ought to seek 
(350) their remedy, if they have any, in it; if it is determined, then by 

an independent action. Long v. Jarratt, 94 N. C., 4438; Maxwell 
v. Blair, 95 N. C., 317, and the cases there cited. 

There is error. The judgment must be reversed, and Judgment entered 
below for the defendants. To that end, let this opinion be certified to 
the Superior Court according to law. It is so ordered. 

Error. Reversed. 


Cited: Wilson »v. Chichester, 107 N. C., 891; Herndon v. Ins. Co., 
110 N.C, 283; ‘Fleming v. Strohecker, 117 N. C,, 373. | 
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R. E. LAWING vy. B. RINTLES. 


Contract—Part Performance—Quantum Meruit. 


1. When the terms of a contract are that the plaintiff shall build certain 
houses for the defendant, within a given time, for which he is to receive 
so much, he cannot recover anything, either upon the special contract, or 
upon a quantum meruit, unless he avers and proves an entire performance. 


2. This rule is not altered by the fact that the property was destroyed by acci- 
dental fire just before the work was completed. 


3. If the defendant received anything by insurance on the property, the plain- 
tiff has no right to any part thereof. 


(Brewer v. Tysor, 4 Jones, 180; and 5 Jones, 173, cited and approved.) 


Tuis was a civil action, tried before Montgomery, J., at the Novem- 
ber Special Term, 1886, of the Superior Court of MxrckLensBure 
County. 

The plaintiff alleges that about 27 June, 1883, he contracted to furnish 
the material and erect certain houses and fe on the lot of the de- 
fendant, in the city of Charlotte, and have the same completed by 
1 October, 1883, for which the defendant was to pay to him the sum 
of $2,950, in installments, as the work was performed. 

That he entered upon the work of erecting the said houses, and (351) 
performed a large portion of the work and furnished material 
amounting in value to $2,720.35, when he demanded of the defendant 
payment for the said work, which was refused by the defendant, in 
violation of her contract, by reason whereof he was prevented from 
completing the said houses by 1 October, 1883. | 

- That subsequent to 1 October, he was proceeding, with the assent of 
the defendant, to complete said buildings, being ready and able to do so, 
when the same were destroyed by fire, without any negligence or default 
of the plaintiff, whereby he was prevented from completing the same. 
That the value of the work and labor done and material furnished 
was $2,720.35, of which the defendant has paid $2,048, and there is 
still due and owing to the plaintiff the sum of $672.38, for which there 
has been demand and refusal. | 

For a second cause of action, the plaintiff alleges, that the defendant, 
in consideration that the plaintiff would furnish material and erect said 
buildings, would pay therefor what the same was reasonably worth, in 
installments equal to the value and amount of material furnished and 
labor done, from time to time, as the work progressed, with other allega- 
tions similar to those in the first cause of action. 
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The defendant answers and denies the allegations of the complaint in 
regard to the contract, and says that she entered into a written contract 
with the plaintiff (a copy of which is set out in the pleadings), and 
no other, which has never been modified or changed, and that she has 
always been ready and able to perform her part of the same. 

That she has paid the sum of $2,048, as stated in the complaint, and 
that the houses which the plaintiff was erecting for the defendant, 
under the written contract, were destroyed by fire before they were com- 
pleted and delivered to the defendant, and that the plaintiff has never 

performed his part of said contract. 
(352) The written contract is under seal, dated 27 June, 1883, and 

is as follows: “The said R. E. Lawing hereby agrees to erect two 
one-story frame houses and outhouses and all necessary fencing, on the 
lot (describing it), as per plans and specifications, attached and marked 
‘A? and ‘B,’ which are part of this contract, the whole to be completed 
by 1 October, 1883. The said Mrs, Rintles agrees to pay said R. E. 
Lawing for the erection and completion of said houses, outhouses and 
fences, the sum of $2,950, to be paid in such installments as the progress 
of the buildings will justify and warrant.” 

Upon the trial, it was admitted that the above was the only contract 
between the parties, and that the houses contracted to be built were 
destroyed by fire, before completion, without the fault of either party, 
and after 1 October, 1883, and that the defendant had paid the sum 
of $2,048 only, and the buildings were nearly completed. 

The plaintiff testified in his-own behalf, that he was a carpenter and 
contractor in 1883, and contracted with the defendant to build the 
houses. . . . The defendant was at the houses pretty near every 
day, and went through them and made no objection, but said that she 
thought they were very nice; witness further stated that he had no 
insurance on the houses. 

He then proposed to prove that the defendant had taken out a policy 
of insurance on the houses. 

The defendant objected because: 

1. The evidence was irrelevant and immaterial, and, : 

2. Because the policy was not produced, and the best evidence not 
offered. Objection sustained, and plaintiff excepted. . 

His Honor intimated to the plaintiff, that he could not recover, 
whereupon, in deference to the intimation, he submitted to a | nonsuit and 


appealed. 


(358) 8. F. Mordecai, Jos. B. Batchelor and John Peer aue: Jr. for 
plaintiff. | 
P. D. Walker for defendant. 
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Davis, J., after stating the facts: It is contended for the plaintiff, 
that he was entitled to pay for the material furnished, and the work 
and labor done on the buildings up to the time. of their destruction by 
fire, and for this he cites many authorities; but upon examination they 
do not sustain the position. Brewer v. Tysor, 3 Jones, 183, referred to, 
is direct authority the other way. The court say that the contract being 
an entire one, the plaintiff cannot recover unless he avers and proves 
an entire performance. The plaintiffs sought to relieve themselves of 
the obligation to perform the entire contract, by reason of sickness, upon 
the maxim, that actus Der neminem facit injuriam, but the court said | 
that did not excuse them, but when the case was again before the Court 
at a subsequent Term, 5 Jones, 173, it appeared that ‘the contract was 
for work divided into.three separate parts, for each of which a separate 
price was to be paid, and the Court said there was no reason why the 
plaintiffs should not be paid for the work done on the two a which 
had been finished, according to the contract. 

Instead of the plaintifi’s right to recover, the weight of authority 
would require him to rebuild, and thus perform his contract. 

In Adams v. Nichols, 19 Pick. 275, it is said: “It is not material to 
consider whose property the house was before the conflagration. The 
defendant had contracted to build and finish the house on the plaintiff’s 
land. After the conflagration he might have proceeded under the con- 
tract, and if he had completed the house, according to the terms of his 
agreement, the plaintiff would have been bound to perform his part of 
the contract.” 

In this case, it was held, that the contractor was not discharged (354) 
by the conflagration from the duty to build. In School District 
v. Dauchy, 25 Conn., 531, the defendant had contracted to build a 
schoolhouse by a day named uel before the day, it was set fire to by 
lightning and wholly destroyed. It was held, that the nonperformance 
of the contract was not excused. The whole question seems to be well 
and fully considered in the case of Tomkins v. Dudley, 25 New York, 
272. The defendant had guaranteed the performance of a contract by 
a builder, to erect a schoolhouse, which he failed to perform. The Court 
says: “In justification of such nonperformance, he alleges the destruc- 
tion of the building by fire, an inevitable accident, without any fault 
on his part. The law is well settled, that this is no legal justification 
for the nonperformance of the contract.” This is the conclusion at which 
the Court arrived in that case, after a review of. numerous decisions 
upon the question, and we are well satisfied in this case, that the 
plaintiff has no right to recover. : 


279 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [97 


McADEN v. COMMISSIONERS. 


When the contract was entered into, he could have protected him- 
self against loss by fire, either by a stipulation in the contract or by 
insurance, but as this was not done, it is his misfortune. The position 
that the plaintiff was entitled to the money received by the defendant 
upon the policy of insurance which she had on the building, was not 
_ seriously insisted upon in this Court. By the insurance she was only 
Indemnified against loss on account of the payments which she had 
made. | 7 

There was no error, and the judgment must be affirmed. Let this be 
certified. | | 

No error. Affirmed. 


Crted: Wooten v. Walters, 110 N. C., 256; Kelly v. Oliver, 113 N. C., 
444; Coal Co. v. Ice Co., 184 N. C., 579; Kell v. Construction Co., 
143 N. C., 482; Sykes v. Ins. Co., 148 N. C., 18; Hendricks v. Furnature 
Co., 156 N. C., 572; Steamboat Co. v. Transportation Co., 166 N. C., 
586; McCurry v. Purgason, 170 N. C., 469. 


(355) 


JOHN McADEN vy. THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF MECKLEN- 
BURG COUNTY anp W. F. GRIFFITH, SHERIFF, ETC. 


National Bank—Taxation of Shares in. 


In the taxation of shares of stock in a national bank, under the revenue act 
of 1885, ch. 175, sec. 12, clause 5, and Rev. Stat. of U. 8S. see. 5219, the 
owner of such shares has the right to deduct from the assessed value 
thereof the amount of his bona fide indebtedness, as in case of other 
investments of moneyed capital. 


TuHIs was a civil action, tried on demurrer, before Montgomery, J., 
at February Term, 1887, of Mzecktenspure Superior Court. 

The plaintiff on 1 June, 1886, being the owner of 200 shares of the 
capital stock in the Merchants and Farmers National Bank, and of 
132 shares in the First National Bank of Charlotte, both organized and 
operating under the act of Congress for the formation of national 
banking associations, at Charlotte, rendered during that month a list 
of his taxable property, in which 100 shares of such stock were given 
in at the par value of $100 per share. The shares were assessed by the 
commissioners at $85 per share, and the plaintiff charged with all the 
stock, at an aggregate value of $28,220; and the list thus reformed was 
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delivered to the sheriff for collection. The plaintiff reduced this esti- 
mated value, by deducting his alleged indebtedness of $18,220, claiming 
the right to do so, to the sum stated in the list. The sheriff, acting under 
the directions of the Treasurer of the State, in reference to the raising 
of revenue, refused to make any abatement, and was proceeding to 
enforce payment, when, in an order made in the present action against 
the county commissioners, they were restrained; he having paid the 
entire tax against him upon the basis of the deduction claimed, and as 
set out in the rendered list. 

The defendants demurred to the complaint, assigning as (356) 
grounds therefor: 

1. That it appears by the said complaint, that the shares of stock 
of the two national banks owned by the plaintiff, were not, when listed 
for taxation, subject to deduction for debts owing by him, and there are 
no facts stated or alleged in the complaint from which it appears the 
plaintiff’s said shares of stock are exempt from taxation, or have been 
improperly and mawEy listed for taxation by the defendant com- 
missioners. 

2. That it appears from the complaint, that by the laws of this sae 
the defendant commissioners are fully authorized and required to list 
the said shares of stock for taxation in the manner in which they have 
listed them as set forth in the complaint, and that the taxes imposed 
upon the same are due and owing by the plaintiff, and that the defend- 
ant sheriff has the lawful power and authority to collect the same, as 
other taxes are collected. 

3. That it appears from the said complaint, the said commissioners 
have acted in strict conformity with the statutes of this State in listing 
said shares of stock for taxation, and it does not appear that the Congress 
of the United States has enacted any legislation which protects the said 
shares of stock, or the plaintiff as the owner thereof, from the full 
operations of said statutes; nor is there any law of Congress that re- 
stricts or limits the power of this State to tax shares of stock of national 
banks, so as to deprive it of the power exercised in this particular 
case. 

The following judgment was rendered : 

“This cause coming on to be heard upon demurrer filed by the de- 
fendants, and the same being argued by counsel of the parties and con- 
sidered by the court; the court doth overrule the demurrer filed, and 
give leave to the defendants to file an answer to the complaint. 

“Tt is further adjudged, that the restraining order heretofore (357) 
granted be continued to the hearing.” 

From this judgment the defendants appealed. 
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W. P. Bynum for plaintiff. 
Platt D. Walker for defendants. 


Smiru, O. J., after stating the facts: The revenue act of 1885, ch. 
175, sec. 12, a its enumeration of taxable property contains this 
clause, numbered 5: 

“The amount of solvent credits, including accrued interest uncol- 
lected, owing to the party, whether in or. out of the State, whether 
owing by mortgage, bond, note, bill of exchange, certificate, check, 
open account due and payable, or whether owing by any State, or 
government, county, city, town or township, individual, company or 
corporation. Any certificate of deposit in any bank, whether in or out 
of the State, and the value of cotton, tobacco, or other property, in the 
hands of commission merchants or agents, in or out of the State, shall 
be deemed solvent credits within the meaning of this act. If any credit 
be not regarded as entirely solvent, it shall be given in at its true current 
or market value. The party may deduct from the amount of solvent 
credits owimg to him the amount of collectible aoe owing by him as 
principal debtor.” | 

Not only are stocks not included in the eats as defined in the 
clause, but some forms of visible property, rope in the hands of agents, 
are included in the term. 

The act of Congress, without the authority of which no taxation upon 
the shares of these national banking associations could be imposed, 
confers this power upon the States within whose limits they are 
- located, with the restrictions “that the taxation shall not be at a greater 
rate ‘haa is assessed upon other moneyed capital in the hands of 
individual citizens of such State, and that the shares of any national 

banking association owned by nonresidents of any State, shall 
(358) be taxed in the city or town where the bank is located, and not 
elsewhere.”’ Rev. Stat. of U. S., see. 5219. 

The term “moneyed capital” has been construed to embrace invest- 
ments in banking associations as well as credits in a more strict sense, 
and hence an act denying deductions for indebtedness of the share owner 
from the value of his stock, when it is allowed to creditors who owe, is 
in violation of the permitting act of Congress, and is void as to share- 
holders who are indebted and have not such property as the deductions 
are allowed to be made from. The discrimination against such shares is 
wholly unauthorized. 

In Hepburn v. School Directors, 23 Wall., 480, Waite, C. J., says: 
‘We cannot concede that money at interest is the only moneyed capital 
included in that term as here used by Congress. The words are “other 
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moneyed capital”; that certainly makes stock in these banks moneyed 
capital, and would seem to indicate that other investments in stocks 
and securities might be included in that descriptive term. 

In Adams v. Nashville, 95 U. S., 19, Hunt, J., after remarking 
that the act did not mean to fees with ‘exemptions from taxation 
of homesteads and other property for meritorious considerations by a 
State, adds: “The plain intention of that statute was to protect the 
corporations formed under its authority from unfriendly discrimination 
of the States in the exercise of their taxing power.” 

In People v. Weaver, 100 U. S., 539, an act of New York was de 
elared null, in that it refused “to the plaintiff the same deduction for 
debts due by him from the valuation of his shares of national bank 
stock, ee os allows to those who have moneyed capital otherwise 
qavestod, ‘ | 

So it me an held, that while the statute of the State requires all 
moneyed capital, including national bank shares, to be assessed at its 
true cash value, the systematic and intentional under-valuation of all 
other moneyed capital and of shares in national banks at their 
full value, is a violation of the act of Congress. Pelton v. National (359) 
Bank, 101 U. S., 148; Cummings v. National Bank, rbid., 153. 

The subject was more elaborately examined in Hill v. Hxchange Bank, 
105 U. S., 319, on appeal from the Circuit Court of the United States 
for the Northern District of New York. The suit was brought by 
the bank, suing in right of and as representing the stockholders, to 
prevent the enforcement of the tax imposed by the State upon national 
bank shares, on the ground that no provision was made “for deduction 
from the assessed value of these shares of the debts honestly owing by © 
the share-holders.” The Circuit Court declared the enactment void; 
and while this ruling was reversed, it was declared that the share-holder 
had a right to have his own radebiedrees taken from the vatualsop 
of his shares. 

It was again considered, in Evansville Bank v. Bretton, tbid., 322, 
in which the opinion of the majority of the Court is delivered by 
Miller, J. He reiterates the proposition, “that the taxation of bank 
shares by the Indiana statute, without permitting the shareholder to 
deduct from their assessed value the amount of his bona fide indebt- 
edness, as in the case of other investments of moneyed capital, is a 
discrimination forbidden by the act of Congress.” The statute referred 
to, somewhat like our own and less obnoxious to the objection, allowed 
the taxpayer’s debts to reduce his: | 

I. Credits or money at interest either within or without the State at 
par value, and 
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If. All other demands against persons or bodies corporate either 
within or without this State. Three of the Court dissented, the Chief 
Justica and Justice Gray being of opinion, that the deduction allowed 
of one indebtedness from another indebtedness, was not within the 
purview of the enactment, and was not a prohibited discrimination, 
while Justice Bradley held the whole provision for taxing national bank 

shares inoperative, whether the owner owed debts to be de- 
(360) ducted or not. The State statute was held by the Court to be 

void only ag it interfered with the right of one in debt to have 
his valuation of stock diminished thereby when subjected to taxation. 

These cases settle the question of construction and we abide by the 
rulings in them. 

There is no error, ae this will be certified to the court below. 

No error. | Affirmed. 


STATE on Revation or R. H. COLE v. J. R. PATTERSON. 


Board of County Commassioners—Power to Declare and. Fill 
Vacancies in Office. | 


The Code, secs. 706 and 707, requires the board of county commissioners to — 
meet on the first Monday in December to accept the bonds of county 
officers elected at the preceding election. Such officers are also required 
to prepare and tender their official bonds on that day. The board has the 
power—all the business before them being disposed of—to adjourn on 
that day, and, if any officer shall fail to perfect his bond according to 
law, before such adjournment, to declare such office vacant, and to fill it, 
when the power to fill such vacancy is vested by law in the board. 


THIs was a civil action, tried before Graves, J., at Spring Term, 
1887, of BuncomBr Superior Court. 3 
The trial by jury being waived, the court found is facts as follows: 
At the regular election, N ovenber. 1886, R. H. Cole received the 
highest number of votes, and was elected register of deeds, and was duly 
declared elected. 
(361) At the meeting of the board of county commissioners of Bun- 
combe County, on the first Monday in December, the said R. H. 
Cole did not tender a sufficient bond, but had a bond, acknowledged 
before the clerk of the Superior Court, signed by two sureties, and 
asked for further time, until the next day, in which to complete his 
bond; that it had not been the custom to require sureties to be present 
before the said board of commissioners; that the day of said meeting 
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was exceedingly inclement, the snow very deep—the deepest known in 
the county of Buncombe—so it was exceedingly uncomfortable, and in- 
convenient to travel on horseback, and almost impracticable to travel in 
vehicles; that some few persons did travel, and came to the courthouse 
that day; that the Superior Court was adjourned in consequence of the 
inclement weather; that only twelve jurors answered to their names in 
the said court, four from the town of Asheville, and eight from the 
country; that by reason of the inclement weather, one Mr. Eller, an old, 
infirm man, who would have signed relator’s bond, was prevented from 
attending said meeting, and perhaps others who would have signed 
relator’s bond would have been present but for the inclement weather; 
that on that day the sheriff gave his official bond; that relator presented 
a bond, acknowledged before the clerk of the Superior Court, signed by 
two parties, and exhibited a letter to the said board of commissioners 
from said Eller, and from one of the members of said board, and asked 
the said board of commissioners to give further time—until the next 
' day—for the completion of his bond; that the bond of relator would not 
have been sufficient if said Eller had executed it. That the said board of 
commissioners refused to give further time, and refused to accept the 
bond offered, and refused to hear evidence as to the solvency of the 
persons who had signed the bond presented to them, but no witnesses 
were tendered or under summons, to show such solvency, and the com- 
missioners knew of the insufficiency of the sureties. 

Late in the evening of the said first Monday in December, (362) 
1886,-the commissioners having delayed so as to give the relator 
the day in which to complete his said bond, having disposed of all the 
other business before them, declared the office vacant, and elected the 
defendant and accepted his bond, and inducted him into the office of 
register of deeds for said county of Buncombe. 

There was no fraud, or fraudulent combination; and the commis- 
sioners acted as they honestly believed they had the right to do. 

At request of the relator, the following additional facts were found: 
1. That the proof indicated that at least two persons in the town on 
that day offered to have the bond made, on the condition of employing 
certain persons as clerk, or giving a part of the proceeds of the office, 
and the proof showed an indisposition on the part of the relator to accept 
these terms. One of the parties thus proposing to become surety, re- 
quired that he (the surety) should have a supervision over the office. _ 

2. That the relator, both in person and by attorney, at different times 
during the day, asked the board to give an answer as to whether they 
would adjourn until the next day. The board did not give an answer 
until late in the evening, and when they did give the information, they 
at the same time told the relator that the office had been declared vacant. 
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3. At the time of giving the relator the information that the office 
thad been declared vacant, the relator, by his attorney, asked for ten 
minutes, in which to send for Mr. Jesse Starnes. This request was 
refused by the board. Jesse Starnes is one of the parties who had pro- 
posed to have the bond made on condition of his having an oversight 

over the office, and that his brother should be made clerk. That 
(363) said Starnes said he left the room of the commissioners to keep 

from going on the official bond of the relator. | 
_ 4, The relator tendered a bond at the meeting of the eer on the 
first Monday in January, 1887, which was admitted to be good, and 
the court finds the fact that it was good. The board refused the bond 
offered on the first Monday in January, on ue grounds that they had 
already decided the matter. 

Upon the foregoing facts, it is considered by the court, that the law 
required the relator to give bond in the sum of five thousand dollars, — 
conditioned for a faithful performance of the duties of the office of 
register of deeds, before his induction into office. _ ; 

That it was ae duty to have tendered such a pone on the day axa 
_ by law. 

That it was in the saecten of the board of commissioners to have 
extended the time in which said bond oe be given, for a reasonable 
time. 

That in case the boned of commissioners did not, in their discretion, 
deem it best to extend the time in which the relator should give his bond, 
they were not compelled by the law to extend the time for giving such 
bond, and were not bound to adjourn to next day, for the purpose of 
allowing the bond to be completed. 

That in case a good and sufficient bond, conditioned as required by 
law, is not tendered on the day designated by law, the board of com- 
missioners may, in their discretion, late in the evening of that day, 
refuse to give further time, and declare that there is a vacancy in the 
office of register of deeds. 

_ That in case said board of commissioners did so declare a vacancy in 
the said office of register of deeds, they then had the right to elect to fill 
the office of register of deeds, for said county of Buncombe. 

(364) That in the exercise of their discretion in refusing to give fur- 

ther time for giving bond by the relator, and then on the first 
Monday of December, 1886, declaring a vacancy, and immediately filling 
the said vacancy, by the election and appointment of the defendant, to 
be register of deeds for the said county of Buncombe, did not exceed 
. their power, and whether the court should approve or disapprove of the 
manner in which that discretion was exercised, it cannot reverse it or 
control it. 
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It is therefore adjudged that the defendant, J. R. Patterson, is right- 
fully in his office of register of deeds of the said county of Buncombe, 
and the relator is not entitled to the said office. 

From which action of the court the relator, by the Attorney-General, 
excepts in law, and prays an appeal to the next term of the Supreme 
Court. 


W. H. Malone for plaintiff. 
C. M. Busbee for defendant. 


Smitu, C. J., after stating the facts: The county commissioners are 
required to meet at the courthouse on the first Mondays in December 
and June, in each year regularly; The Code, sec. 706, and on the day 
first mentioned, proceed “to qualify, and induct into office, the following 
county officers who have been elected in the previous month: clerks of 
the Superior and Inferior Courts, sheriff, coroner, treasurer, register 
of deeds, surveyor and constables; and to take and approve the official 
bonds of such officers, which the board shall cause to be registered in 
the office of the register of deeds,” sec. 707, subdiv. 28. While this is 
an enjoined duty, and it may be deferred until another day, and time 
given to an officer elect to fortify his bond, if deemed insufficient, with 
other sureties or for other sufficient cause, as determined in Buckman v. 
Commissioners, 80 N. C., 121, and in Jones v. Jones, tbid., 127, 
it nevertheless becomes them to pass upon the bond tendered, and (365) 
if approved, admit the elected or appointed applicant to his 
office, as early as practicable, and it rests in their discretion to allow or 
refuse further time under a just sense of their own official responsibili- 
- ties, and its exercise cannot be corrected upon an appeal of the wronged 
party aggrieved by their action. In the present case, nearly a month had 
passed after the result of the vote had been ascertained and declared, 
_ during which the bond, with adequate security, could have been pre- 
_ pared and held in readiness for the meeting of the board, and yet that 
tendered falls so entirely short of the requirements of law, that its rejec- 
tion was unavoidable, and the action of the commissioners foreseen. The 
verification of the two sureties was for the sum of $1,000 each, while 
the statute fixes the penalty at $5,000, and the sureties to justity 1 in this 
ageregate amount. The Code, secs. 3648 and 1876. 

So stringently is the obligation of seeing to the sufficiency of the 
bond, when accepted, enforced, that the commissioners knowing or be- © 
lieving it insufficient, assume the personal liabilities of a surety. Section 
1879. Their good faith in refusing the bond tendered is not impugned 
in the action; but their refusal to prolong the session for a short time, 
and to postpone the matter until another day, in view of the inclemency 
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and extraordinary condition of the weather at the time, 1s urged as an 
oppressive and uncalled for abuse of power, which demands a correction 
from this Court. 

While it would be, anaes the circumstances, a poaeonanls request to 
defer final action in the premises, and thus enable the relator to make 
further efforts to obtain additional security, his claim to such indulgence 
is not as strong as that of one, expecting his bond to be received, and 
who finds it rejected. The relator must have known, and the face of the 
instrument indicates it, that his bond would not be satisfactory and 

could not be accepted without gross dereliction of duty, and he is 
(366) not free from blame in not coming prepared, as the other per- 

sons elected were prepared, to comply with the conditions of the 
law, common alike to them all. | 

While it is not our province to pass upon the prapeiey of the course 
pursued in refusing all delay, the commissioners acted within the limits 
and according to the directions of the statute, in closing the labors of the 
session, of which the declaring a vacancy and filling it by the appoint- 
ment of the defendant seem to have been among the last, in a single day. 

The argument to support the appeal, proceeds upon the false idea that 
because the session may be prolonged beyond the day, it must be so pro- 
longed, although all other business has been dispatched. 

Nor can the contention be maintained, that the relator is deprived 
wrongfully of an office to which he had been elected. He cannot take 
the office, and is not in it until admitted after compliance with the essen- 
tial conditions required. He has a right to be inducted when he gives 
the bond satisfactory to the commissioners and takes the prescribed oath. 
Indeed he then is in the office, and can only be deprived of it by a due 
course of law. The action of the commissioners may have been unwise 
and hasty—seemingly harsh and unusual, but it was in conformity with 
the law, and cannot be reversed by any authority conferred upon this 
Court. 

We therefore sustain the ruling and affirm the judgment in the court 
below. | | 
No error. | Affirmed. 


(367) 
F. C. DURANT ET AL. v. M. E. CROWELL AnD WIFE. 


 Receiver—Evidence—N otice. 


1. Where the plaintiff establishes a prima facie right to property, which is 
not rebutted by the defendant, he is entitled to a receiver, if he shows 
that there is danger of loss of the rents and profits. 
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2. Only the purchaser of the legal title without notice of a prior equity can 
hold it against such equity. 

3. The fact that the purchaser of the legal estate paid very much less than 

the land is worth, is evidence to show that he purchased with notice. 


4, The value of the property in controversy cannot be considered in passing 
on the question of the solvency of the defendant. 


5. Where there is danger of loss of rents and profits, instead of appointing a 
receiver the court may allow the defendant to execute a bond to secure 
the rents and profits and such damages as may be adjudged the plaintiff. 


(Winborn v. Gorrell, 3 Ired. Eq., 117; Polk v. Gallant, 2 Dev. & Bat. Eq., 395; 
Hamlett v. Thompson, 1 Ired. Eaq., 360; Kerchner v. Fairley, 80 N. C., 24; 
Rottins v. Henry, 17 N. C., 467; Kron v. Dennis, 90 N. C., 327; Lumber 
Co. v. Wallace, 93 N. ©., 23; cited and approved.) 


Motion for a receiver pendente lite, a civil action, pending in the 
Superior Court of Unton County, heard before Graves, J., at Chambers, 
at Shelby, on 26 October, 1886. 

The plaintiffs allege that in 1854 Jackson C. Lemmond and others, 
owners of the land in controversy, conveyed it for the consideration of 
$25,000, to Charles Judson and W. F. Durant, in fee, in trust for them- - 
selves and their associates. | | 

That in June, 1857, said trustees, for the consideration of $1.00, con- 
veyed the said land to Robert Taylor, in fee, and on the same day, the © 
said associates, for the consideration of $1.00, released their interest to 
said Taylor. That these deeds were made to enable Taylor to borrow 
money upon a mortgage of the said land, for the benefit of the 
association, formed for mining purposes, and after he had done (368) 
so, to convey the land to the said trustees, or to one of them, in 
trust for said associates; that in pursuance of this agreement Taylor, 
on 16 July, 1857, borcowed of Thos. C. Durant the sum of $23,170, and | 
conveyed to him, by a mortgage deed, the said land to secure the same; 
that in August, 1857, Taylor, in further pursuance of said agreement, 
conveyed the said land to Charles Judson, for the consideration of $1.00, 
in trust for himself and associates, subject to the mortgage to Durant; 
that in 1859, Thos. C. Durant panied the said mortgage and the money 
due thereon to Chas. W. Durant; that the mortgage deed executed by 
Taylor to Durant to secure the loan was intended to be in fee, but by the 
ignorance, inadvertence, or mistake of the draftsman, by the omission 
of the word “heirs,” a life estate instead of a fee, was conveyed; that at 
the time of the execution of the mortgage, and ever since, Taylor.had his — 
residence and domicil in New York, and that at the said time, and up to 
the dates of their deaths, respectively, Thos. C. Durant and Charles W. 
Durant were domiciled in New York, and Charles Judson and the other 
associates, except Hugh Downing, were nonresidents of this State, the 
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said .Hugh Downing alone of said associates having resided in Union 
County, and that in 1861, he took possession of said land, as one of the 


associates, and as agent of the trustees; that in 1867 he contracted with 


C. W. Durant to purchase his interest in the land, under the mortgage, 
and retained possession till 1878, recognizing the right of the trustee 
and the existence of the mortgage, and that the mortgage debt had not 
been paid, and no part of the consideration under the contract to pur- 
chase the interest of Durant had been paid; that Downing died in 1870, © 
when his administrator took possession of the land, and held it until 
1878, after which time, one Wager entered into possession, recognizing 

the right and interest of Charles W. Durant, as the administrator 
(369) of Downing, had done, and by an agreement in writing promised 

to pay $50 per year, for the term of five years as rent therefor; 
that while the said Wager was in possession in 1878, under a special . 
proceeding for the purpose of a sale of the interest of Hugh Downing, 
to make assets to pay his debts, the interest of the said Downing in said 
land was sold, and purchased by the feme defendant, at the price of 
$66; that at the time of said sale, the land was worth, for agricultural 
purposes, at least $8,000, besides its great mineral value, and that the 
said purchaser had full knowledge of the mortgage, and was not a pur- 
‘chaser for value or without notice. 

The plaintiff Heloise, and W. W. Durant are the hein at. law of Thos. 
C. Durant, and the said W. W. is his administrator; the plaintiff F. C. 
‘Durant is the executor of Chas. W. Durant, deceased, and is entitled to 
' receive the amount that may be found due upon the aad mortgage, and 
the other plaintiffs are necessary parties. | 

It is alleged that the defendants are in possession and insolvent, and 
that if permitted to remain in possession and receive the rents and 
profits (which are alleged to be $600 per annum) > the plaintiffs we 
sustain irreparable damage. , 

The prayer is for the appointment of a receiver—the correction a 
reformation of the mortgage deed—the foreclosure of the mortgage and 
payment of the debt secured thereby, and an account, ete. — 

The defendants answer, and deny that the deeds to Taylor were made 
for the purposes alleged, or that there was any mistake in the mortgage 
deed; or that the mortgage debt has not been paid. They also deny the 
alleged contract between Durant and Downing. They aver that the 
feme defendant purchased the land at the price of $66 under the special 
. proceeding set out in the complaint, and in March, 1880, received a deed 

from the commissioner for the same, and that the plaintiffs have 
(370) had possession under said deed at the bringing of this’ action. 

They further say, that in April, 1881, Chas. Judson, for the con- 

sideration of $1, released his interest to Wager, and that in the same 
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month Wager, for the same consideration, conveyed to the defendant. 
They say that at the time of the purchase of the land, $2,500 was as 
much as it could have been sold for on the market, and $4,000 would be 
a fair valuation, etc., and the annual rental value at the time of the 
purchase was not more than $100, and at present. will not exceed $400. 
_ They deny any knowledge that the mortgage was an encumbrance 
upon the land, to the extent of the fee, and say that the feme defendant 
purchased at a fair and public sale, as the highest bidder, without any 
- notice of any equity, ete. 
His Honor refused to appoint a receiver, and the Aisitits appealed. 


Platt D. Walker and. A. Burwell for plaintiff's. - | 
D. A. Covington and Adams filed a brief for defendants. 


‘Davis, J., after stating the facts: Without considering in detail the 
- voluminous evidence contained in the record, it appears from the mort- 
gage deed, executed by Taylor to Durant on 6 July, 1857, that the land 
in controversy was conveyed to the said Durant to secure the payment 
of $23,170, borrowed, and from the evidence, this was largely more than 
the agricultural value of the land, and though it was of considerable 
value for mining purposes, it was much more than the venue of a life 
estate therein. 

This inherent fact, and the affidavit of Tayioe. who executed the 
mortgage deed, to the effect that it was the understanding and agree- 
- ment of the parties that the land should be conveyed in fee to secure the 

said loan, and that it was by the ignorance, mistake or inadvertence of 
himself and Durant, or of the draftsman of the mortgage, that 
words of inheritance were omitted—that no part of the said mort- (371) 
gage debt has been paid, but that every part thereof is still due 
and payable—that at the time of the execution of the mortgage, it was 
understood and agreed, and so expressed in the mortgage, that he was 
not to be personally liable for the said debt, but that the land was to be 
the only security, establish an apparent right i in the plaintiff, to have 
the deed corrected and reformed. The deed of 26 June, 1857, executed 
by Durant and Judson to Taylor, conveyed a fee, and the mortgage deed 
refers to it, and purports to convey “all the estate, title and interest, 
dower and right of dower, of the said parties of the first part therein,” 
making it apparent that the estate in fee was intended as a security for 
the debt. But the feme defendant says she was a purchaser at a fair 
and open public sale, and as the highest bidder, without notice, etc., and 
it ig insisted that, as against her, all the equities of the plaintiffs are 
fully met. | 
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The land was bid off, says the answer, by Wager and Asbury for the 
feme defendant. It was worth, according to the answer, $2,500 “on the 
market.” Flow, the administrator of Downing and the commissioner 
who sold the land, makes oath, in effect, that he never believed that the 


title of his intestate was good, and that he had frequently told his | 


(Downing’s) heirs, that he did not have a title—that he had heard 
_ Downing say that he held the land for others. 
Howie states in his affidavit, in substance, that he rented a portion of 
the land in question for several years; that ‘frequently during that time 
Downing told him that he (Downing) held the land for the Durants, 
who held the mortgage; that he was the agent for the Durants merely. 
That after the death of Downing, he continued on the land and paid 
rent to James Flow, the administrator of Downing, and sometimes to 
Mrs. Wager, the daughter of Downing, or to W. H. D. Wager, till about 
1878, when he heard that Gen. Rufus Barringer, of Charlotte, 
(872). was Durant’s agent, and signed a paper agreeing to hold the land 
in his possession as tenant of said Durant, and that this writing, 
which is filed as an exhibit, was witnessed by James Flow, the admin- 
istrator of Downing. _ 

Cochrane, another witness, makes affidavit upon information and 
belief, that it was announced at the sale, before the bidding commenced, | 
so that the announcement could be heard by all present, that only the 
interest of Downing was sold, and that it was bid off by Wager and 

Asbury with full knowledge of the fact. 

Mr. Barringer makes affidavit, that he was in €867 employed as at- 
torney and agent for Durant, and sets out, in detail, an arrangement | 
with Hugh Downing, under ‘which he remained in possession of the 
land, recognizing the encumbrance of the mortgage and its lien upon 
the land, and after his death, an arrangement with the heirs of Hugh 
Downing, under which they were to hold the land for five years. “That 
from the death of Hugh Downing, until 1882-3, his active adminis- 
trator (Jas. Flow) and his heirs at law frequently and from time to 
time admitted to affiant that the said mortgage debt was unpaid, and 
was a subsisting lien upon the land, and that during the period of 
affiant’s agency for Durant, which agency was well known to the 
administrator and heirs of Downing and Wager, and to the defendant, 
M. E. Crowell, as far back as 1878, ... . there was no adverse 
. possession to affiant as agent up to 1882, or 1883. That defendant M. E. 
Crowell was present during the negotiations which resulted in the con- 
tract for a lease, . . . and that neither he, in his own right or 
otherwise, nor his wife, ever claimed the land, till the year 1882, or 
’83.” That under the contract of lease, the rents were paid by Wager 
for the ene 1880, 81 and 782. 
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There are also letters of Downing, written in 1866, filed as exhibits, 
recognizing the mortgage debt as a hen upon the property. 

It appears that the parties interested in the mortgage teaided (373) 
in New York, and the mineral value of the land was of chief 
consideration with them, and the negotiations referred to by Mr. Bar- 
ringer in his affidavit account for the delay in bringing the action. 

These facts, taken in connection with the vast disproportion between 
the price paid by the feme defendant and the actual value of the land, 
would seem to fix the defendant with notice. The fact that property, 
worth at the lowest estimate $2,500, and, according to some of the 
evidence, $8,000, for agricultural purposes, with a large speculative 
value for mining purposes, should be bid off at the insignificant price of 
$66, was certainly sufficient to put her on inquiry. “Only the purchaser 
of the legal title, without notice of a prior equity, can hold against 
such equity” ; Winborn v. Gorrell, 3 Ired. Eq., 117; Polk v. Gallant, 
2D. & B. Eq., 395; Hamlett v. Thompson, 1 Tied. Kq., 360. 

In this case, the defendant acquired only the title which Downing 
had, which was not a legal title, if any title at all. We think the plain- 
tiffs have established an apparent right to have the mortgage deed re- 
formed and the property sold to pay the debt, and that this apparent. 
right is not sufficiently controverted by the answer, and if there is 
danger of the rents and profits being lost, they are entitled to have a 
receiver. The plaintiffs allege the insolvency of the defendants, and 
danger of loss; the defendants admit the insolvency of M. E. Crowell, 
but say that the feme defendant is entirely solvent, and worth $2,500 
or $3,000 in excess of her exemptions. The only other. evidence upon 
this point is: 1. The affidavit of James Flow, in which he says: “that 
the said Delia A. Crowell had no property at her marriage, in her 
own right, and has since owned none, except the tract of land claimed 
by her in this action”; 2. The certificate of the property listed by M. E. 
Crowell, agent for D. A. Crowell, in 1886, amounting to $4,647, of 
which $4,000 is for the land in dispute in this action. Of course | 
the value of the land in controversy cannot be considered in (374) 
determining the security to which the plaintiffs are entitled, and 
where there is imminent danger of loss by insolvency of the defendant, 
it is within the rightful authority and the duty of the court to secure 
the.rents and profits, through the appointment of a receiver; Kerchner 
v. Farley, 80 N. C., 24; Rollins v. Henry, 77 N. C., 467; Kron v. 
Dennis, 90 N. C., 827; or to permit the defendant to remain in posses- 
sion, upon the execution of a bond, payable to the plaintiff, with security 
approved by the court in such sum as may be deemed sufficient to 
secure the rents and profits and such damages as may be adjudged 
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in favor of the plaintiff, upon a final determination of the action. 
Lumber Company v. Wallace, 93 N. C., 
There was error in refusing to allow ni <n of the plaintiffs. 
Let this be certified, to the end that the court below may make such 
order in the cause, in accordance with this opinion, as will secure the 
plaintiffs against loss by reason of the insolvency of the defendants. 
Error. | |  - Reversed. 


Cited: Williams v. Johnson, 112 N. ©., 439; Smith v. Fuller, 159 
N. C., 18; Arey v. Wilhams, 154 N. C., 610; Brown v. Harding, 170 
N. C., 268. 


J. G. BYNUM v. W. E. POWE ET AL.’ 


Practice—Counterclaim—Constitution—ZJ urisdiction. 


1. A plaintiff cannot take a nonsuit when the defendant sets up a counter- 
claim arising out of the contract or transaction which constitutes the 
plaintiff’s cause of action—or when the defendant has acquired in an 

equitable action any other right or advantage which he is entitled to have 
tried and settled in the action. 


2. Under sections 12 and 22, Art. IV, of the Constitution, the Legislature has 
the power to establish, limit, and define the jurisdiction of the Superior 
Courts; to prescribe the methods of procedure in them, and the extent, 

' manner, time and place of exercising their jurisdiction; and can declare 
what judgments and orders may be given by these courts in or out of 
term—except that issues of fact can be tried by a jury only in term time. 


(McKesson v. Hunt, 64 N. C., 502; Pescud v. Hawkins, 71 N. C., 300; Graham 
wo. Tate, T77 N. C., 120; Tate v. Phillips, ibid., 126; Purnell v. Vaughan, 80 
N. C., 46; Whedbee v. Leggeti, 92 N. C., 469; Bank ». Stewart, 938 N. C., 
402; ’ McNeill v. Leavton, ante, 16; Harreul ». Peebles, 79 N. C., 26; 
Molyneue o. Huey, 81 N. C., 106; Shackelford v. Mitler, 91 N. C., 181; 
McDowell v. McDowell, 92 N. C., 297 : Branch v. Watker, ibid., 87 5 Coates 
v. Weeks, 94 N. C., 174; McAden v. Benbow, 63 N. C., 461; cited ‘and ap- 
proved.) 


(375)  Crviz action, pending in Buncomss Superior Court, on appeal 
by defendant from judgment of nonsuit rendered by Montgomery, 
J., at Chambers, in McDowell County, on 15 October, 1886. 
The purpose of this action was to obtain relief by injunction. | 
On 25 June, 1886, a judge declined to grant a restraining order ap- 
plied for. Afterwards, upon a like application, another judge granted a 
restraining order and a rule upon the defendants to show cause in term 
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time hg an injunction should not be granted pending the action, and 
until the hearing upon the merits. 

Subsequently, at chambers, the judge vacated the restraining | order 
and denied the motion for an injunction. Afterwards, on 15 October, 
1886, the plaintiff, out of term time, at chambers, moved the court to- 
allow him voluntarily to submit to a judgment of nonsuit. 

The defendants resisted this motion, contending that the plaintiff 
had no right thus to be nonsuited, because one judge had refused to 
‘grant a restraining order, and afterwards another judge, having granted 
such order, had discharged it, and refused to grant the motion for an 
injunction pending the action. The court allowed the motion, 
and judgment of nonsuit was granted. This was assigned as i 6) 
error by the defendants, and they appealed to this Court. 


W. P. Daan for plaintrff. 
S.J. Erwin (I. T. Avery was with him on the brief ) for defendants. 


Merrrimon, J., after stating the facts: ‘Strictly, a plaintiff cannot be 
said to “take a nonsuit” regularly in the course of an action, after the 
jury are sworn, if he finds that he cannot succeed because there is a 
defect in the evidence, or it is insufficient to warrant a verdict in his 
favor, or there is other like cause why he cannot; in that case he 
fails to appear, and allows himself to be “called”; he does not answer. 
The jury render no verdict, but are discharged, and there 1s judgment 
of nonsuit against the plaintiff, and he is said to be “nonsuited”— 
properly, he voluntarily suffers a judgment of nonsuit, and he thereby 
gains the advantage, that there is no verdict against him, and no 
judgment upon the merits of the action that concludes him, and he 
may bring a new action for the same cause of action. He only pays 
costs of the action thus terminated. 

- But it has become common in practice to say that the plaintiff “takes 
a nonsuit,” and it is settled practice in this State, that he has the right 
voluntarily to submit to such judgment at any time before the verdict 
of the jury is rendered, unless before he asks to be allowed to do so, 
the defendant shall have pleaded a counterclaim, in which case he can- 
not do so, if it be a cause of action arising out of the contract or trans- 
action that constitutes the plaintiff’s alleged cause of action. If, how- 
ever, the plaintifi’s cause of action is: distinct from that alleged as a 
counterclaim, and the latter comes within the statute (The Code, sec. 
244, par. 2), the plaintiff may, if he see fit, suffer a judgment of non- 
suit as to his alleged cause of action, and in that case the de- 

- fendant may continue to prosecute his counterclaim, or withdraw (87 i 
or abandon it, in his discretion. 
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This rule of practice seems to rest upon the ground, that the plaintiff 
ought to be allowed to abandon his action—not his cause of action, at 
his pleasure, unless, in the course of the action, some right or ad- 
_ vantage of the defendant has supervened that he has the right to have 
settled and concluded in the action. McKesson v. Hunt, 64 N. C., 502; 
Pescud v. Hawkins, 71 N. C., 300; Graham v. Tate, 17 N. C., 120; 
Tate v. Phillips, ibid., 126; Purnell v. Vaughan, 80 N. C., 46; Whedbee 
v. Leggett, 92 N. C., 469; Bank v. Stewart, 93 N. C., 402; McNeill v. 
Lawton, ante, 16; 3 Chit. P., 911; Bing. on Judg., 28. | 

That the cause of action in this case is purely equitable in its nature 
cannot affect the plaintiff’s right to submit to a judgment of nonsuit. 
Under the present method of civil procedure there is but one form of 
action, and the plaintiff, as indicated above, may, no matter what may — 
be the nature of the cause of action, voluntarily submit to a judgment 
of nonsuit, except that in cases purely equitable in their nature he 
cannot do so, after rights of the defendant in the course of the action 
have attached that he has the right to have settled and concluded in 
the action. Thus, if an order of reference has been made, and the 
referee has made a report, the correctness of which is conceded by both 
parties, and the case is in condition to be disposed of finally; or if an 
- account has been taken and report made, or a decree has been made 
under which the defendant has acquired rights, the plaintiff will not be 
allowed to suffer a judgment of nonsuit, and this is so because the 
defendant has acquired such rights and advantages in the action as 
give him a positive interest in it. This rule is reasonable, and rests 
upon grounds of manifest justice. Pescud v. Hawkins, supra; Purnell 

_  v. Vaughan, supra; Ad. Eq., 373; Story’s.Eq. Pl. secs. 456, 793. 
(378) But in this case obviously the defendants aequired no rights by 

virtue of anything done in the course of the action. The plaintiff 
had simply made a motion for an injunction pending the action, and 
until the hearing upon the merits, which motion was denied. He might 
therefore have had such judgment as the one granted out of term time 
by the consent of parties, or in term time without such consent. 

We are, however, of opinion, that the judge had no authority to — 
grant the supposed judgment in question out of term time without the 
consent. of parties, and that it is therefore void. There is no statute 
prescribing and regulating the course of civil procedure that authorizes . 
such a judgment to be granted out of term time at chambers without 
the consent of parties, and there was no such consent. 

That judgments may be granted in civil actions by the judges of the 
Superior Courts out of term time, only by the consent of parties, is 
now well settled, but the practice in that respect is of doubtful ex- 
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pediency, and ought not to be encouraged in ordinary cases. It is out 
of the. general course of procedure and practice, and not infrequently 
gives rise to misapprehension, distrust and confusion. 

To avoid this as far as practicable the consent of parties should 
always appear certain, in writing, signed by the parties, or their counsel, 
or the judge.should.recite the fact of consent in the orders and iudg- 
ments he directs to be entered of record. Hervey v. Hdmunds, 68 N. C., 
246; Harrell v. Peebles, 79 N. C., 26; Molyneux v. Huey, 81 N. C., 106; 
Shackelford v. Miller, 91 N. C., 181; McDowell v. McDowell, 92 N. Cz 
227; Branch v. Walker, ibid., 87; Coates v. Weeks, 94 N. C., 174. 

The Constitution, Art. IV. . sec. 22, declares that “The Superior 
Courts shall be at all times open for the transaction of all business 
within their jurisdiction, except the trial of issues of fact requiring 
a jury,” and it is contended that this provision directly confers upon the 
judges of the courts named jurisdictional authority to make all 
proper orders and to grant all proper judgments, and to do and (379) — 
require to be done, all proper things in all civil actions and pro- | 
ceedings i in the course. of procedure out of term time, vexccp the trial 
of issues of fact requiring a jury.” 

This provision of the Constitution does not stand alone—it has refer- 
ence and relation to, and bears materially upon other provisions on the 
same subject, and must in such connection and bearing receive such 
just and reasonable interpretation as will give it intelligent operative 
effect. 

An essential part of the system of judicature established and provided 
for by the Constitution, is the apportionment and distribution of juris- | 
dictional authority, and a method or methods of procedure. These are 
not supplied by the Constitution except to a very limited extent. As to 
courts, other than the Supreme Court, power is expressly conferred 
upon the Legislature to prescribe, define and limit their jurisdiction 
respectively, and proper methods of procedure therein. It is declared by 
section 12 of the same article above cited, that “the General Assembly — 
shall have no power to deprive the judicial department of any power | 
or jurisdiction, which rightfully pertains to it as a codrdinate depart- 
ment of the government; but the General Assembly shall allot and 
distribute that portion of this power and jurisdiction which does not 
pertain to the Supreme Court, among the courts prescribed in this 
_ Constitution or which may be established by law, an such manner as a 
- may deem best, provide also a proper system of appeals, and regulate by 
law. when necessary, the methods of proceeding in the exercise of their 
powers, of all courts below the Supreme Court, so far as the same may 
be done without conflict with other provisions of this Constitution.” 
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It thus appears plainly that the Legislature has ample power to estab- 
lish, define and limit the jurisdiction of the Superior Courts, and 
prescribe the methods of procedure in them. This power must embrace 

the power to prescribe the extent, manner, time and place, of 
(380) exercising jurisdictional authority. This is essential to secure 

certainty, consistency, order and practical convenience in the due 
administration of public justice. Without proper regulations in these 
respects, disorder and confusion must inevitably prevail to a greater 
or less extent, to the detriment of the public and individuals. 

The Legislature may make such regulations as it shall deem fit and 
expedient, in the respects mentioned, and they will be operative if they 
do not conflict with provisions of the Constitution other than those 
contained in the section last above recited. It is insisted, however, that 
the present method of civil procedure is in conflict with the constitu- 
tional provision, first above set forth. We think otherwise. Giving it a 
reasonable interpretation that makes it harmonize with the power con- 
ferred upon the Legislature just adverted to, and as well, one that gives 
it intelligent practical. effect, it implies that “the Superior Courts shall 
be at all times open for the transaction of all business within their 
jurisdiction,” as at the time, at the place, and in the manner prescribed 
by law, “except the trial of issues of fact requiring a jury.” As to the 
trial of issues of fact by a jury, they shall not be continuously open— 
they shall be open only at stated periods—in term time—but as to all 
other matters, they shall be continuously open—open for the transaction 
of any—all—business that may properly come before them, at the time, 
in the order, at the place, and in the way preseribed, but not necessarily 
that such business shall be continuously transacted. They are continu- 
ously open, so that the Legislature may prescribe that certain classes of 
business shall be transacted only in term time, certain other classes may 
be transacted out of, or in term time, or that all business may be 
transacted at any time without regard to terms of the court, except as to 
the trial of issues of fact. by a jury. These courts in their nature are 
continuously open as contra-distinguished from courts that are closed 

except at certain periods, called term time, such as were the 
- (381) Superior Courts of this State before the adoption of the present 

Constitution, except in certain respects. 

Very soon after the adoption of the Constitution of 1868, the Legisla- 
ture passed a statute prescribing a Code of Civil Procedure, which in a 
sense contemplated the continuous transaction of business in the Superior 
Courts of which they had jurisdiction, but this feature of it prevailed for 
a brief while. Afterwards the Legislature, deeming the statute in the 
respect referred to inexpedient and unsuited to the wants and interests 
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of the people, passed a statute (Acts 1868-1869, ch. 76) suspending the 
Code of Civil Procedure in certain respects, and enacting that civil 
actions should be brought, the pleadings therein filed and trials had 
in term time only. The validity of that statute was contested in McAdoo 
v. Benbow, 63 N. C., 461, on the ground that it was in conflict with 
the provision of the Constitution now under consideration. This Court 
held after much consideration that the act was valid, and the decision — 
in that case has been repeatedly and uniformly recognized as settling 
the construction to be placed upon that provision. Indeed the construc- 
tion given it has been recognized and acted upon by the courts and the 
Legislature ever since it was thade. This statute was by its terms to re- 
main operative only for a brief period. It was afterwards extended in 
its material provisions by a subsequent statute (Acts 1870-1871, ch. 42), 
and subsequently by statute (Bat. Rev., p. 248); and substantially the 
provisions of this statute are now incorporated into and permanently 
form part of the Code of Civil Procedure (The Code, ch. 10). 

While the Legislature can provide for the continuous transaction of 
business of the Superior Courts of which they have jurisdiction without 
regard to stated terms thereof, except as “to the trial of issues of fact 
requiring a jury,” because they are always open, it is too well settled 
to admit of serious question, that it can prescribe, as mdeed, it has 
done, that civil actions, with certain exceptions, shall be brought 
to, proceeded in, tried and disposed of in term time only. H eruey (382) 
v. Edmunds, 68 N. C., 243. 

So, accepting the pEouiONs of the Code of Civil Procedure affecting 
the question presented by the record for our decision as operative and 
valid, did they authorize the judge to grant the judgment of nonsuit 
sompplaitied of, out of term time? — 

We think this question must be answered in the negative. It appears 
from a careful examination of the Code of Civil Procedure that all 
ordinary civil actions must be brought to and proceeded in to their 
determination at regular terms of the Superior Courts. This is the 
general course and extent of procedure, and there is no authority of the 
court or judge to grant orders, judgments, or take any action in such 
actions out of term time, except in respects specially provided for; 
such as provisional remedies, proceedings supplementary to execution, 
submitting a controversy without action, confessing pneement: without 
action, applications for mandamus, and the like. 

And moreover, whenever the faiee may take any such action out of 
_ term time, in the course of an action, or otherwise, his authority to do so 
is exceptional, and is prescribed in terms, or by necessary implication. 
He cannot do. so simply upon the ground that the courts are always 
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open for the transaction of all business within their jurisdiction; he must 
or may do so only when the prescribed course of procedure allows or 
directs something to be done. - 

Now, this is an ordinary civil action, in which the particular and 
principal relief demanded is a perpetual injunction. It was brought to 
a regular term of the court, and must be proceeded in in term time, to 
its end, however that may be reached. There is no exceptive provision 
in the Code of Civil Procedure that allows a judgment of voluntary 

- nonsuit to be suffered by the plaintiff out-of term time any more 
(383) than to try and determine the action upon its merits. The judg- 

ment might have been granted with the consent of parties, be- 
cause the court is always open, but it could not without such consent, 
and for the reasons already stated above. 

The suffered judgment of nonsuit must be treated as oil and 
further proceedings had in the action in term time, according to law. 
And to that end let this epinen be certified to the Superior Court. It. 
is so ordered. | 

Error, es Reversed. 


Coted: McNeil v. Hodges, 99 N. C., 249; Gatewood v. Leak, abid., 
365, 6; Anthony v. Estes, vbid., 599; Goodwin v. Monds, 101 N. C., 
356; Skinner v. Terry, 107 N. C., 109; Pass v. Pass, 109 N. C., 486; 
Parker v. McPhail, 112 N. ©., 504; Fertilizer Co. v. Taylor, ibid., 
151; Wilkins v. Suttles, 114 N. C., 558; 8. v. Parsons, 115 N. C., 734; 
Bank v. Gilmer, 118 N. C., 670; Olmsted v. Smith, 183 N. C., 586; 
Boyle v. Stallings, 140 N. C., 597; Banks v. Peregoy, 147 N. C., 296; 
R. RB. v. R. B., 148 N. C., 69; Clark v. Machine Co., 150 N. C., 375; 
Webster v. Wilhams, 153 N. C., 311; Campbell v. Power Co., 166 
N. C., 490; Haddock v. Stocks, 167 N. C., 78; Cahoon v. Brinkley, 
176 N. C., 7; 8S. v. Humphrey, 186 N. C, 536; S. v. Stewart, 189 
N. C., 346. 


J. L. QUEEN, TRUSTEE, y. A. WERNWAG er AL. 
Evidence—Confusion of Goods. 


1. When the plaintiff sues to recover a stock of goods conveyed to him as 

trustee by defendant W., to secure a creditor of said defendant, evidence | 
is admissible to prove: First, that it was agreed between the trustee and 
creditor, and said W., that said W. should remain in possession of the 
goods and sell them, and pay the debts of the firm, composed of said W. 
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and the secured creditor; second, what goods were in the store when the 
deed in trust was executed, and what, when the goods were seized by the 
sheriff; third, what additions had been made to the stock by adding goods 
purchased with funds which were the separate estate of the feme defend- 
ant, and which of the goods seized were thus added. | 


2. In such case the trustee can claim only such of the goods as composed the 
original stock, and not those added by the feme defendant. 


S. The rule, that he who produces a confusion of goods shall lose his own, is 
carried no further than necessity requires, and applies only to cases where 
it is impossible to distinguish what belonged to one from what belonged 
to the other. When the articles can be easily distinguished and separated, 
no change of property takes place, but the burden is on the guilty party 
to distinguish his property or lose it. | 


Tus was a civil action, tried before Avery, J., at Fall Term, (384) 
1886, of Haywoop Superior Court. 

There was a verdict and judgment for the plaintiff, from. which the 
defendants appealed. 

The facts are eT enty, stated in the opinion of the Court. 


No covnseb for plaintiff. 
. W. B, Ferguson and W. L. Norwood ( oa, H. Smathers also filed a, 
brief) for aeoneante. 


Smiru, C. J. This action is prosecuted under the provisions of The 
Code, secs. 321 to 333, inclusive, by the plaintiff, who claims title under 
three several conveyances of the defendant A. Wernwag, in trust to 
secure certain recited debts due Samuel Isler, to recover possession of a 
stock of goods and merchandise then - held by him. The goods were 
seized and delivered to the plaintiff under an order made.in the cause 
on 6 June, 1885, on which the summons was sued out, and the order 
to take the goods from the defendant was issued. The allegations made 
in the complaint being denied in the answer, issues were submitted to 
the jury, which, and the responses to each, are as follows: | 

I. Is the plaintiff the owner of the property described in the com- 
plaint? Answer: Yes. 

II. Did the defendants wrongfully detain said property ? See 
Yes. 

ITI. What is the value of the goods sé@ed? Answer: Four hundred 
dollars. 

On the trial the plaintiff testified on his own behalf, and on his cross- 
examination the defendant proposed to show by the witness that he per- 
mitted the defendant A. Wernwag to remain in possession of the goods — 
from the day of making the deeds (9 December, 1884), until the seizure; 
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what goods were then in the store, and what, when taken by the 
(385) sheriff, of the original stock; that the said defendant continued 

thereafter as before to sell and dispose of the goods assigned, 
and that the stock had been meanwhile replenished by additions thereto, 
’ made with the funds of the feme defendant, and out of her separate 
estate. The evidence was refused, and defendants excepted. 

‘The defendant, A. Wernwag, a witness for himself, proposed to prove 
an agreement between himself and the plaintiff, made at the time the 
deeds were executed, to which the creditor Isler also assented, that the 
witness was to remain in possession of the goods, sell them out and pay 
the debts of A. Wernwag & Co., constituted of the witness and the said 
Isler. This testimony was also, ‘after objection, ruled out, and defendant 
excepted. | 

The substance of the offered evidence was to show that the continued 
sale and disposition of the goods was with the assent of both the trustee 
and secured creditor, under a resulting agency in the reduction of the 
stock, and the residue left of the stock on hand when the assignment was 
made. We do not know upon what ground the proof was declared to be 
inadmissible, if, in the separation, the additions could be distinguished 
from the other articles of merchandise, because the property in the latter 
only was in the trustee. 

It may be that it was deemed a confusion of goods, whereby the title 
to the goods added, was lost, upon a well known rule of law, or it may 
-have been considered a replenishment of the stock from the proceeds 
of such as were sold. On neither ground ought the evidence to have been 
excluded. 

The rule. is thus stated by Chancellor Kent: “If A. will wilfully 
entermac his corn or hay with that of B., or casts his gold into another’s 
crucible, so that it becomes impossible to distinguish what belonged to 
A. from what belonged to B., the whole belongs to B, But this rule is 
carried no further than necessity requires, and if the goods can be easily 

distinguished and separated, as articles of furniture, for instance, 
(386) then no change of property takes place.” . . . “It is for the 
| party guilty of the fraud to distinguish his own property satis- 
factorily or lose it.” 2 Kent Com., 365. 

“We cannot but think,” says Mr. Parsons, “that the intent of the 
parties and the moral clear of the transaction would enter into the 
law of the case. 2 Pars. Cont., 474. 

So remarks Morton, J., ‘after citing the passage ein Kent, “but this 
rule only applies to wrongful or fraudulent intermixtures. Rider 'v. 
Hathaway, 21 Pick., 298. 

The intermixture “of goods of different kinds in a store is ainiikee that 
of a commingling of wheat, corn and melted metal into one undistin- 
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guishable mass, for it is possible that the original articles had labels, 
marks or other devices, or that those which formed the accession had 
them, so that the identity of the several parcels could be ascertained, and 
for this purpose the evidence of the pcan himself was offered and 
refused. 

Not only was sng ruling untenable on the first ground suggested, nor | 
was there any evidence that the accessions to the stock came from pur- 
chases made with money received from what were sold; the testimony to 
establish the contrary was disallowed. 

There is error and must be a new trial, to which end this will be 
certified. 


Error. | ; Venire de novo. 


Cited: Keith v. Rogers, 101 N. C., 272. 


(387) 


VIRGIL WEBB v. RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 4 


Fellow-Servants. 


1. Where an employee of a railroad company is injured by the negligence of a 
fellow-servant, the common master is not liable. 


2. The fact that a coemployee has authority from the common master to dis- 
~ charge his Een Oe SREVAnTS, does not, of itself, constitute him a vice- 
principal. 


Tus was a civil action, tried before Avery, J., and a jury, at Spring 
Term, 1886, of the Superior Court of, Mecxiensure County. 

The action was brought to recover damages for an injury to the per- 
son of the plaintiff, who was an employee of the defendant. 

The plaintiff, a witness in his own behalf, testified in substance, that 
he was employed to flag the trains, but was ordered by the yard-master, 
on the occasion when he was injured, to couple some cars. That he got 
upon the step at the back of the engine, and when the engine approached 
the cars he was to couple, he notified the engine-man to stop his engine, | 
but that he did not do so, but moved it back rapidly, in consequence of 
which the injury happened; that the yard-master had the power to dis- 
charge the employees; and it was his duty to give signals to the engine- 
man when coupling was to be done, but that he failed to do so on this 
occasion. . 
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The plaintiff’s testimony was contradicted by the witnesses for the 
defendant, who testified to a state of facts, which, if believed, showed 
that the plaintiff was injured by his own carelessness. 

The plaintiff asked his Honor, among other things, to charge the jury, 

that if they believed that the yard-master had authority from the 
(388) defendant to discharge the plaintiff, then they were not fellow- 
servants. His Honor refused this charge. 

The jury found a verdict for the defendant, and the plaintiff appealed, 


No counsel for plaunteff. 
Chas. M. Busbee for defendant. 


Merrion, J. We do not deem it necessary to advert in detail to the 
several assignments of error in this case, because in our judgment, in any 
just view of the facts of it as they appear in the record, the injury sus- 
tained by the plaintiff was most probably the result of casualty—pos- 
sibly, his own carelessness and lack of expertness, and if there was any 
carelessness on the part of any employee of the defendant, engaged in 
shifting or moving the cars at the time the injury was sustained, it was 
obviously that of a fellow-servant, for which the defendant is not 
amenable. : 

The injury so sustained by* ihe plaintiff was his iatorhine 

It seems that the defendant, nevertheless, generously and commend- 
ably cared for him. | : | 

N o error. | _ Affirmed. 


Cited: Hobbs v. R. R., 107 N. C., 3; Pleasants v. R. R., 491 'N. Us 
495 ; Richardson v. Catton Mills, 189 N. C., 654. , 


.STATE v. COMMISSIONERS OF WAYNE COUNTY. 
~ Fence Law—County Commissioners—Indictment. 


1. County commissioners are not required by the stock law to personally 
superintend the fence around the no-fence territory, but they discharge 
their duty under the statute when they levy the necessary taxes, annus 
the committees, etc., to keep the fence in repair, © 


2. An indictment against public officers for a failure to perform a public. duty, 
must set out the specific duty imposed on them which they pave neglected. 


(S. v. Fishblate, 83 N. C., 654; cited and approved.) 
3804 
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InpiotMEnT, tried before Philips, J.. and a jury, at July (389) — 
Term, 1886, of Wayne Superior Court. | : 

The defendants were indicted for neglect of duty in failing as com- 
missioners of the county of Wayne, to keep in repair a stock-law fence, 
and upon the trial, they introduced evidence to show that they had, as a’ 
board, levied the assessment prescribed by law to raise money to keep 
the fence and gates in repair; that they had appointed suitable persons 
to superintend. and keep in good order the gates and fences; and had 
-moade necessary orders appropriating the funds applicable to the pay- 
ment of expense in making such repairs. | 

The defendants asked the court to instruct the jury that, “If they were 
satisfied from the evidence, that the commissioners had made the proper 
orders and regulations; appointed proper overseers and committees to 
look after the fence; and levied the tax as allowed by law, they were not 
guilty, for it was not the duty of the commissioners to personally look 
after the condition of the fences or repair the same by their own ex- 
ertions.” 

The court refused to give this instruction, and gave the following: 
“The defendants are public officers, in the sense of being liable for any 
neglect of duty. The law provides that the commissioners shall keep the 
fence in repair, and failing or neglecting to do that which the law says 
shall be done, is an act of omission which rénders them liable to indict- 
ment. The solicitor only contends for a verdict against the defendants 
for failing to keep the fence up and in repair after it was built. The 
law looks to the board of commissioners of Wayne County to keep that 
fence in repair. It appoints no other person or officer to do it, where- 
fore for any failure or neglect to keep the fence in proper condi- 
tion, the commissioners are the only persons to whom the law (390) 
looks to make them liable for the omission. The board of com- 
missioners had a right, if they chose, to appoint some person or persons 
to superintend the fence and keep it in good order, if such person or 
persons would accept such appointment, but the appointment of such 
agent or agents does not relieve the cormmissioners from their liability, 
_ but the jury can consider all the orders and regulations appointing over- 
seers and committees to look after the fence, along with all the other 
evidence, in determining whether there is failure or neglect to perform 
the duties required of them in keeping in repair the fences. Was there 
wilful neglect on the part of the defendants to keep the fence in good 
condition? From all the evidence the jury must be satisfied beyond a 
reasonable doubt, that there was a wilful failure and neglect on the part 
of the defendants to keep the fence in good condition, or else they must 
acquit. If upon a consideration of the whole case, the jury are so satis- 
fied, they will convict, otherwise, they will return a verdict of. not 


1 ) 
es 305 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. _ [et 


STATE v. COMMISSIONERS. 


Defendant’s souneal excepted. 

There was a verdict of guilty, and a motion for new eed mae was 
— overruled. 

The defendants’ counsel then nioved 3 in arrest of iigionts4 upon the 


ground that the indictment was defective, in that it failed to set out the 


specific duty imposed upon the defendants, which they had neglected. 
Motion denied, upon the ground that the bill pointed out the said duties 
by referring to, and naming the statutes imposing the same. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
J. W. Bryan for CI Gees: 


Davis, J., after stating the facts: We think the defendants were en-— 
titled to the instructions asked for, and that the error in refusing 
(391) to give them was not cured by the charge given. The law does. 
not require or contemplate that the commissioners shall person- 
ally superintend the fences and keep them in repair. They are required 
to make all regulations, and to do all other things necessary to carry into 
effect the provisions of the chapter of The Code relating to the stock 
law; The Code, sec. 2826; and in doing this, they could hardly do more 
: than was covered by the instructions asked for by the defendants. The 
act to prevent livestock from running at large in Goldsboro Township, 
chapter 115, section 10, Laws of 1885, authorizes and directs a com- 
mittee of persons named therein to cause a fence to be built around the 
township in the manner prescribed in the act, and to report to the board 
of commissioners; and then section 14 directs, that after the committee | 
shall have reported the completion of the fence, it shall be under the 
control and management of the board of commissioners, and they shall 
discharge with reference to said fence and the territory therein all the 
duties prescribed in chapter twenty of The Code, relating to territory | 
where. the stock law prevails. Section 2826 of The Code, already re- 
ferred to, defines their powers and duties, and the instruction asked for, 
was in effect, that if the jury should be satisfied that the defendants had 
made proper regulations to carry into effect the provisions or the law, 
then they should find a verdict of not guilty. | 
But after verdict of guilty, we think the motion in arrest of judgment 
should have been allowed. | 
The indictment charges that the defendants “onlawfully and wilfully, 
did fail, omit and neglect to cause to be put up, and to keep up, a good 
and sufficient fence, and good and sufficient gates, about and around the 
territory within said county in which, under chapter 115 of the Laws of 
the session of the year 1885, of the General Assembly of the State, 
entitled ‘An act to prevent livastook from running at large in Goldsboro 
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Rawal, Wayne County, and the several acts of said General 
Assembly hereinafter named amendatory of said act, it was, then (392) 
‘and there, for the space of time aforesaid, and yet is, required to 

be enclosed by a good and sufficient fence, with good and sufficient gates 
thereto, to the common nuisance and great damage of the good people of 
the State then and there living, residing and inhabiting, against the 
form of the statute in such cases made and provided; and especially in 
violation of said first named act of the General Assembly aforesaid, and 
of the acts passed at the said session of the year 1885 by the General 
Assembly, amendatory of the said first named act, to wit, chapters 192, 
242, and 287, of the Laws of the General Assembly, ” ete. 

N owhere in any of the acts referred to, is it made the duty of its de- 
fendants “to cause to be put up, and to keep up, a good and sufficient 
fence,” ete. 

It may be that ae bad condition e the fence was the consequence of 
a failure on the part of the commissioners to “make all regulations,” 
etc., necessary, as required by section 2826 of The Code, to carry the 
law into effect, but they were not obliged, by their-own exertions, to build | 
. or repair the fences. “They are only to use the means to that end which — 
the law has placed in their power,” and if by reason of their failure to 
use the means given to them by the statute, if by any omission of their 
duty, the public suffer, they may be indicted, but the indictment must 
point out the particular public duty neglected—must “set out the specific 
duty imposed upon them, which they have neglected’; S. v. Feshblate, 
83 N. C., 654, and the authorities there cited, are conclusive on this 
point. 

There is error. Let this opinion be certified to the Superior Court of 
Wayne County, that further proceedings may be had in conformity to 
this opinion. | 

Error. a | | Reversed. 


} 


Cited: S. v. Leeper, 146 N. C., 665. 


: eee (393) 
| STATE v. DANIEL McBRYDE. 


Evidence—Intent. 


1. Whether there is any svete: is a question for the court; what weight is 
to be given it when there is any, is for the jury. — 


2: When the evidence only raises a suspicion of the defendant's guilt, it is 
error to leave it to the jury. . 
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S. When the act of a person may be reasonably attributed to two or more 
motives, the one criminal and the other innocent, the law will always 
ascribe the act to the innocent motive. 


4, The fact that the prisoner entered a dwelling house in the night time, he 
having no right to be there, and fled upon being discovered, is some evi- — 
dence to go to the jury that he entered with intent to steal, in the absence 
of any explanation on his part, although no theft was committed. 


5. Where the gravamen of the crime consists in the intent alone, the jury may 
infer the intent from the circumstances. 


(8. v. Patterson, 78 N. C., 470; 8. v. Rice, 83 N.C, 663 ; S. v. Massey, 86 N. C., 
660; cited and approved: 8. v. Boon, 18 Ired., 244; 8. v. Haynes, 71 N. ©, 
79; commented on.) 


(SN. v. McDaniel, 1 Winst,, 249; cited in the dissenting opinion. ) 


INDICTMENT, tried before Gilmer, J., and a jury, at August Term, 
1886, of RoBrson Superior Court. 

This was an indictment for entering the dwelling-house of one J. A. 
Hornaday in the night time, otherwise than by a burglarious breaking, 
to wit: through an open window, with a felonious intent. | 

There were two counts in the indictment, the first charging the entry 
to have been with intent to steal the goods of J. A. Hornaday, and the 
second with intent to commit a rape upon Mary E. McQuagin. 

The State introduced the said Mary as a witness, who testified in 
substance, that on 22 July, 1886, she was at the house of J. A. Horna- 
day, in the county of Robeson; that there was an open window in the 

room in which she was sleeping, and that she woke up about two 
(394) o’clock in the night, and saw the prisoner sitting on the foot of 

‘the bed. That she was not frightened, and that the prisoner did 
not put his hand upon her; that she screamed, and the prisoner imme- 
diately ran and jumped out of the open window. It was a moonlight 
night, and there were several windows in the room. That when she 
went. to bed, there was a dress on a trunk at the open window, and 
when she awoke the dress was on the head of her bed, and that she 
did not know who put it there; that there was another lady sleeping 
in the room, and that their beds were about ten feet apart.” 

There was no evidence as to whom the dress belonged, or who re- 
moved it, or whether the witness or other lady retired first. 

J. A. Hornaday was then put upon the stand and testified as follows: 

“That he was sleeping in the house on the night. of 22 July, 1886, 
in a different room from the ladies, and he heard the screaming, and 
jumped up and got his gun and went into the room where they were, 
and when he got there, the person who had entered the room had gone, 
and that the witness Mary E. McQuagin, informed him that Daniel 
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McBryde was the person who had been in the room; that the moon 
rose that night about eleven o’clock.” : 

The defendant offered no evidence. : 

His Honor, in response to the first prayer for instructions for the de- | 
fendant, charged the jury: “That the evidence in the case is not reason- 
ably sufficient to maintain the charge against the defendant of an intent 
feloniously to ravish and to have carnal knowledge of Mary McQuagin, 
forcibly and against her will,” and in response to the third prayer, he 
charged the jury: “That even if they should believe from the evidence, 
that the prisoner entered the house for an unlawful purpose, they could 
not convict him, unless that purpose was with the intent to feloniously 
steal, take and carry away the goods and chattels of J. A. Horna- 
day; and if the jury, from the evidence, are left in doubt as to the (395) 
- intent with which he entered the dwelling-house, they could not 
convict, as the prisoner is entitled to the benefit of all doubts.” 

The second prayer for instructions was as follows: “That the evi- 
dence in this case is not reasonably sufficient to maintain the charge 
against the defendant, that he did unlawfully and feloniously, other- 
wise than by a burglarious breaking, to wit: did then and there 
feloniously enter the dwelling-house of J. A. Hornaday, in the night 
time through an open window, with the felonious intent then and there 
of the goods and chattels, money and other property of the said J. A. 
Hornaday in the said dwelling-house then and there being, feloniously 
to steal, take and carry away.” Huis Honor refused to give this charge, 
and in addition to the charge given as above, charged the jury, “that 
there was no evidence as to. who removed the dress, or whose property 
it was, and if they were fully satisfied that the prisoner entered the © 
house of the said J. A. Hornaday with the felonious intent to steal, 
take and carry away any of the goods, chattels, money or other property 
of J. A. Hornaday in the said dwelling, that they would find him 
guilty, and that if they were not so satisfied, ‘they would find him not 
guilty.” 

There was a verdict of guilty. Judgment and appeal to this Court. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


‘Davis, J., after stating the facts: It is insisted for the defendant, 
that there was no evidence that should have gone to the jury, and that 
the court should have directed an acquittal. Whether there is any evi- 
- dence, is a question for the court; what weight is to be given to it 
when there is any, is for the jury. ‘When there is no evidence, 
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(396) or if the evidence is so slight as not reasonably to warrant the 

inference of the defendant’s guilt, or furnish more than material 
for mere suspicion, it is error to leave the issue to be passed upon by the 
jury”; S. v. Patterson, 78 N. C., 470; 8. v. Rice, 83 N. C., 663, and the 
cases there cited. 

“When the act of a person may reasonably 7 .teaiuiel to two or 
more motives, the one criminal and the other not, the humanity of our 
law will ascribe it to that which is not criminal. It is neither charity, 
nor common sense, nor law, to infer the worst intent which the facts 
will admit of”; S. v. Massey, 86 N. C., 660, and the cases there cited. 

These cases from our own reports, and others of a similar purport, 
cited by counsel for the defendant, are relied on as authority for the 
position that in this case, there was no evidence that should have been 
submitted to the jury upon the question of intent to commit the crime 
charged. It is often difficult, in the application of the principle that 
requires the court to withhold from the jury the evidence, when so 
slight as not reasonably to warrant a conviction, to determine the point 
where the power and duty of the court end, and the right and duty 
of the jury begin. The same facts and circumstances impress different 
minds with different degrees of force, and what may, in the opinion of 
one be entirely sufficient to warrant an inference of guilt, would, in the 
opinion of another, be slight and unsatisfactory. That difficulty is 
presented in this case, but after full consideration, we think there was 
evidence to go to the jury, and that there was no error in the charge 
of the court. The intelligent mind will take cognizance of the fact, 
that people do not usually enter the dwellings of others in the night time, | 
when the inmates are asleep, with innocent intent. The most usual 
intent is to steal, and when there is no explanation or evidence of a 
different intent, the ordinary mind will infer this also. The fact of the 

entry alone in the night time, accompanied by flight when dis- 
(397) covered, is some evidence of guilt, and in the absence of any — 

. other proof, or evidence of other intent, and with no explanatory 
facts or circumstances, may warrant a reasonable inference of guilty 
intent. Here there was no larceny or other felony actually committed, 
and the guilt, if any, consisted in the intent to commit a felony, which 
was not consummated. There was no “breaking,” but by statute (The 
Code, sec. 996), it is made a misdemeanor, “if any person shall break 
or enter a dwelling-house of another, otherwise than by a burglarious 
breaking, . . . wWith intent to commit a felony or other infamous 
crime therein.” 

The intent, which is the sibeanlives crime cipeen is not the object 
of sense—it cannot be seen or felt, and if felonious, is not usually 
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announced, so where no felony has been actually consummated (in 
which case the intent may be presumed from the act) it would be 
difficult to prove any crime consisting of the intent alone, unless the 
jury be allowed to infer the intent from circumstances. What are the 


circumstances in this case? The prisoner entered the dwelling-house of 


— 


Hornaday about two o’clock in the night time; two ladies were asleep — 
in a room of the house in the warm month of July—the window was 
epen, and when one of them awoke, she saw the prisoner sitting on the 


foot of her bed; she screamed, and he fled instantly through the open 
~ window-—some clothing had been displaced. He offered no evidence to 


explain his intent. — 

The humanity of our law will not permit juries to draw any inference 
to the prejudice of a prisoner from the fact that he does not himself go 
upon the stand as a witness in his own behalf, but there was no explana- 
tory .fact or circumstance from any source, to show any intent not 
criminal, and the facts and circumstances proven are sufficient to out- 
weigh the legal presumption of innocence, ate put him upon his 
defense. 

The jury was relieved from any scan of the intent (398) 
charged in the second count of the indictment by the charge of 
his Honor. Of this the prisoner certainly could not complain, unless it 
Be error, in considering the intent to steal, to exclude an hypothesis of 
a more heinous intent than that charged. 

“The intention of the parties,” says Roscoe, “will be eathened from 
all the circumstances. . . . Persons do not in general go to houses 
to commit trespasses in the middle of the night.” Criminal Evidence, 
347: “The very fact of a man’s breaking and entering a dwelling-house 
in the night time, is strong presumptive evidence that he did so with 
intent to steal, and the jury will be warranted in finding him guilty, 
unless the contrary be proved.” Wharton’s Criminal Law, 1600. 

Blackstone, in speaking of the intent as an ingredient. in the crime 
of burglary, says, “it is the same whether such intent be actually carried 
into execution, or only demonstrated by some attempt or overt act, of 
which the jury is to judge.” 4 Blackstone, chapter 16. 

In Rex v. Brice (English Crown Cases), Russell & Ryan, 449, it was 
left to the jury to say, whether from the breaking and entering they 
were satisfied that the prisoner’s intention was to steal, and upon con- 
viction ten of the twelve judges held that it was proper. The same was 
held by Park, J., in Lewin’s Crown Cases, Vol. 2, page 37. 

Similar authority is found in Arehbald’s Crim. Prac. and Plead- 
ing, 340. | . 53 

We have gone more fully into the consideration of the question 
presented in this case, because in some of our own Reports, notably 
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S. v. Boon, 18 Ired., 244, and S. v. Haynes, 71 N. C., 79, evidence 

stronger perhaps than that presented here, seems to have been regarded 

as slight, though permitted to go to the jury. It will be observed, that 

the evidence in the cases related to the crime of burglary, a capital 
felony, and if deemed of sufficient weight to warrant the jury in ~ 

(399) convicting of the higher crime certainly it would be admissible in 
a case of misdemeanor, as this is. | 

There is no error. Let this be certified. 


Surtu, C. J., dissenting: Two ingredients enter into and are essential — 
to the constitution of the offense charged in the indictment. As in case 
of burglary, the entering into the dwelling-house of another, otherwise 
than by a burglarious breaking, and the there formed intent to commit 
a felony or other infamous crime therein. Both elements must coexist 
and be proved, in order to a conviction of the statutory crime. It | 
differs from burglary, in that no breaking is necessary in the removal of 
fastenings; the house need not be a dwelling—nor the entry made in the 
night season. But in both cases, the act done is inseparably associated 
with the intent, and the crime is consummated when they coexist. If the 
attempt be abandoned after entrance, it would not remove the crimi- 
nality; 8S. v. McDaniel, 1 Winst., 249, nor would the offense have been 
perpetrated, by a felonious purpose formed, and a felony committed, 
only after entering. But the inference would, in the latter case, be 
almost irresistible that the purpose to do what was done, was present in 
the mind of the accused, and an incentive to his entering. | 

Tt has been held in the case cited in the opinion of the Court, that a — 
jury might infer an intent to commit a larceny from a mere burglarious 
breaking into a dwelling-house at night, when the party was repulsed 
before effecting his purpose or giving any indications whatever of it. It 
is not necessary to call in question the correctness of the ruling, further. 
than to say, that when an objection was made to a conviction for burg- 
lary, based on the want of evidence of the imputed intent, this Court, not 
content with resting its decision upon such authority, met the point 
thus: “The prisoner broke and. entered the dwelling about 10 o’clock in 

| the night, and shortly after the inmates had gone to bed. When 
(400) discovered, he fled; the dress containing the pocket-book had been 

displaced from where it was, upon the chair, and separated from 
the other garments, and thrown upon the floor, and the pocket-book, 
which was in it, when the prosecutrix retired to bed, was gone; and 
there was no evidence that any other person had been in the house.” 
S. v. Haynes, 71 N. C., 84. 4 : 

But assuming that the breaking into a dwelling at night, is so usually 
done for the purpose of stealing goods therein, that a jury may infer 
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the one fact from the other (and it is certainly going far enough to © 
make the admission), the finding ought to be controlled very much by 
the indications of the purpose promoted by the conduct of the person 
after he has entered, rather than by conjectures of the purpose in the 
absence of any such evidence. The defendant, whose manner of getting 
into the house is not known, though most probably through the open 
window, is found quietly sitting at the foot of the bed when the prose- _ 
cutrix awakes, making no disturbance himself. Startled by her cries, 
he springs up and dashes out of the window. Another woman occupies 
a bed some ten feet distant. Nothing is missed, and only her dress, left 
on a chair, is found now on her bed; by whom removed, does not appear. 
_ How long he had been in the room is not known, but while if theft was 
his object, he had ample opportunity to take what he was in search of 
and depart, without disturbing the slumbers of the occupants of the 
room, yet. nothing was carried away. Why was he quietly waiting in 
that position, unless for some unlawful design upon the person of the 
prosecutrix, whether to be accomplished by force, if need be, or by 
voluntary submission hoped for, which would have been frustrated by 
offering violence before trying her volition? Do not these facts and this 
conduct repel the suggestion that larceny was his object? The jury 
were directed not to convict upon the charge which alleges an 2 
intent. to commit rape, for he did not touch the person of the (401) 
prosecutrix, as did the prisoner grasp the ankle of the sleeping | 
_ young lady, and thus indicate meditated violence, in S. v. Boon, 13 
_ Ired., 244, which evidence, the late Chief Justice said, “is certainly 
very slight,” of the imputed intent. Surely, whether sufficient or not to 
warrant a conviction of an intended rape, it tends strongly to disprove 
that stealing was the purpose of the unlawful entry, for all the facts are _ 
at variance with that. hypothesis. | 
In my opinion, therefore, there was not sufficient evidence of the 
intent charged to warrant a conviction, and so ought the jury to have 


been instructed. 
No error. | _ _ Affirmed. 


Cited: 8. v. Mitchener, 98 N. C., 693; S. v. Goings, 101 N. C., 709; 
S. v. Telfair, 109 N. C., 882; Spruall v. ‘Ins. Co., 120 N. C., 149; 8. ». 
Hawkins, 155 N. ©., 473; S. v. Spear, 164 N. C., 453; Ellis v. Con, 176 
N.C., 619. 
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STATE y. JOSEPH E. SHEPPARD. 
Indictment—Quashing—Arrest of Judgment. 


: ; & : 
1. The court may, in its discretion, allow a motion to quash at any time 
before verdict. 


2. Judgment can be arrested only for some matter appearing on the face of 
the record, or for some matter which ought to be in the record, but is 
not there. 


3. The endorsement on the back of an indictment is no oat of the record. 


4, Where it did not appear from the endorsement on the indictment that the 
witnesses sent to the grand jury had been sworn, it was held no ground 
to quash the indictment after a plea of not guilty, or to arrest the judg- 
ment after verdict. | 


(S. v. Hines, 84.N. C., 810: 8. v, Roberts, 2 Dev. & Bat., 540; 8. v. Eason, 70 
N. C., 90; cited and approved. | 


Tus was a criminal action, tried before Graves, J., at Spring Term, 
1886, of Mrrcuetx Superior Court. | 
The defendant was charged with an assault and battery with a 
(402) deadly weapon, upon one Mosely. The names of two witnesses 
were endorsed on the bill of indictment, with the further en- 
dorsement : “Those marked thus X sent by the solicitor, and sworn and 
examined by me, and this bill found a true bill,” and signed by the 
foreman of the grand jury. There was no mark set opposite the name 
of either witness, to indicate that he had been sworn and examined before 
the grand jury. 

The defendant entered a plea of “not guilty.” 

Upon the call of the case, and before the jury was savoneled the 
defendant moved to quash the indictment, upon the ground that it did 
not appear from any endorsement upon the bill, that either of the wit- 
nesses marked had been sworn and examined before the grand jury. 

This motion was overruled, and the defendant put upon his trial. 
Upon the trial, the State offered as a witness, the clerk of the court, and 
the records of the court, to show that the grand jury had returned the 
bill in open court, endorsed, “a true bill,” with the names of the wit- 
nesses endorsed on the. indictment, ag they apps at the time of the 
trial. 

There was no other evidence to show that the witnesses had been sworn 
and examined at the finding of the bill of indictment. 

There was a verdict of guilty. The defendant moved in arrest of 
judgment. Motion overruled, and judgment, from which the defendant 
appealed. 
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Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Davis, J., after stating the facts: The first exception was to the refusal 
of the court to quash the indictment. The record shows that the de- 
fendant had entered the plea of “not guilty,” and issue joined. 

After plea and issue joined, the motion to quash may be allowed, .(403) 
at the discretion of the court, at any time before verdict. S. v. 
Eason, 70 N. C., 90. Being a matter of discretion, upon proof of the 
fact that the witnesses were not sworn, the court, in the exercise of its 
discretion, would doubtless have granted the motion, but if refused, the 
defendant might have pleaded in abatement, and shown, if such was the 
fact, that the witnesses had not been sworn. JS. v. Hines, 84 N. C., 810. 
| The second exception was to the refusal to grant the motion in arrest 
of judgment. “Judgment can be arrested only for matter appearing in 
the record, or for some matter which ought to appear, and does not ap- 
pear in the record.” The endorsements on the indictment have been held 
to be no part of the record. S. v. Hoberts, 2D. & B., 540; 8S. v. Hines, 
supra. 

After plea of not guilty, the defendant was not entitled, as a matter 
of right, to take advantage, by either motion, of the omission of the 
foreman to put a X< before the name of a witness. 

A proper motion, in apt time, would. doubtless have resulted in a cor- 
rection of the omission, and as he was found guilty upon the issue raised 
by his plea, he suffered no wrong or injustice, of which he can complain. 

There is no error. . Let this be certified. 

No error. Affirmed. 


Coted: S. v. Hollingsworth, 100 N. C., 537; 8. v. Flowers, 109 N. C., 
845; S. v. Sultan, 142 N. C., 573; 8. vs. Bfird, 186 N. C,, 484; &. 
Mitchew, 188 N. C., 610. 


- (404) 
STATE vy. LEE KELLY. . 


Criminal Trials—Right of Prisoner to be Present. 


1. In capital felonies, the prisoner has the right to be present in court at all 
times during the course of his trial, and if he is absent at any time, it 
-vitiates a conviction. . 


2. In felonies less than capital, the prisoner has the right to be present at all 
stages of his trial, but his presence is not essential to the validity of ine 
conviction. 


315 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. _ [97 


STATE v. KELLY. 


3. It sé€ems, that a prisoner in a capital felony can waive his right to be 
present at all stages of the trial, but his counsel cannot waive it for him. 


4,Ifa prisoner in an indictment for a felony less than capital flee the court 
- during the trial, he will be deemed to have watved his right to be present, — 
and the court need not stop the trial. .. 


(S. v. Crayton, 6 Ired., 164; 8. v. Blackwelder, Phil., 38; 8. v. Bray, 67 N. C., 
283; 8. v. Jenkins, 84, N. C., 812; 8. v. Epps, 76 N. C., 55; S. uv. Payton, 
89 N. C., 539; S. v. Sheets, bid. 548, cited and approved.) 


INDICTMENT, heard before Meares, Judge, at February Term, 1886, of 
the Criminal Court of Mecxiensure County. 

The defendant was indicted at the October Term, 1885, of the 
Criminal Court of the county of Mecklenburg, for the crime. of larceny. 

Being under recognizance to answer in that behalf at that time, he 
appeared in person, having counsel present, and pleaded not guilty, and 
was put upon his trial. He was present during the trial, as was also his 
counsel, “until the jury were returning to the court room (they having 
retired to consider of their verdict), to render the same in the case, at 
which time the defendant fled, and on being called, failed to answer. 
One of the defendant’s counsel was present at the rendering of the 

verdict against the defendant, and made no objection to the 
(405) taking of the verdict in the defendant’s absence. The verdict was 

rendered and entered, the defendant being so absent, his counsel 
present. 

Afterwards, at February Term, 1886, of the same court, the defend- 
ant having been arrested, was brought into court for indgment, where- 
upon he moved that he be discharged, on the ground that he was not 
present when the verdict was rendered and entered against him. He 
contended that it was therefore void. The court denied the motion. 
There was a motion for a new trial, based upon the same ground, which 
was likewise denied. The court gave judgment that the defendant be 
imprisoned in the penitentiary for the term of two years, and eeyng 
excepted, he appealed to this Court. 


Biicpuan Gone for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Mrrrimon, J., after stating the facts: That the prisoner in capital 
felonies has the right to be, and must be, personally present at all times 
in the course of his trial, when anything is done or said affecting him as 
to the charge against nen on the trial, in any material respect, is not 
questioned. Indeed, it is conceded that he has such right, and that he 
must be so present. 's. v. Crayton, 6 Ired., 164; 8. v. Blackwelder, Phil., 
38; S. v. Bray, 67 N. C., 283; 8. v. Jenkins, 94 N. C., 812. 
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As to felonies less than capital, the prisoner has precisely the same 
right to be present, but it is not essential that he must be at all events. 

In the case last cited, Mr. Justice Ruffin said, in reference to the 
prisoner’s right to be present : “Whether the right can be waived in such 
cases, is a point about which the. authorities seem to be still divided— 
some holding his actual presence to be necessary during the entire trial, 
and others, that being a right personal to the accused, and established 
for his benefit, it might be waived by him.” 

The rule that he must be so present im sepia felonies is (406) 
in favorem vite. It is founded in the tenderness and care of 
the law for human life, and not in fundamental right—certainly not in 
this State, as seems to be supposed by some persons. The Constitution 
(Art. I, secs. 11, 12, 13), provides in respect to persons charged with 
_ erime, that, “In all criminal prosecutions, every man has the right to 
be informed of the accusation against him, and to confront the accusers 
and witnesses with other testimony, and to have counsel for his defense.” 
That he shall be put to answer for a criminal charge, only “by indict- 
ment, presentment, or impeachment,” except in cases of petty misde- . 
meanors, and that he shall not be “convicted of any-crime, but by the 
unanimous verdict of a jury of good and lawful men in open court.” 
These embrace all the provisions of the Constitution bearing upon the 
subject, and surely they cannot be reasonably interpreted to imply that 
it is essential that the party “put to answer any criminal charge,” shall— 
must—be continuously present at his trial at all events. They do not 
have such meaning in terms or effect. The just and reasonable implica- 
tion is, that the party accused of crime shall have fair opportunity to 
defend himself in all respects as allowed and secured by the principles 
of law, procedure, and statutory provisions, applicable to and regulat- 
ing criminal trials. 

While it is settled in this State, that the prisoner has the eu to be 
so present during his trial upon a charge for a felonious offense, not 
capital, there is neither principle nor statute, nor judicial precedent, 
that makes it essential that he shall be. Nor, in our judgment, is there 
any common principle of justice, essential to the security of personal 
right, safety and liberty, that so requires. Unquestionably, a party 
“put to answer any criminal charge, may plead guilty, or nolo con- 
tendere. In such case, he waives a trial altogether. The law 
allows him to do so, presuming that he has capacity and intelli- (407) 
gence to know and be advised as to his rights, and that he will — 
not voluntarily refuse to make defense, if innocent. The law in such 
cases, will not compel him to make defense for himself, nor will it make 
defense for him—it will only afford him just opportunity to do so for 
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himself; he could not reasonably expect or ask more, nor is there any- 
thing in the nature of personal safety or liberty that requires more. 

If the prisoner may thus waive. his right to a trial altogether, why 
may he not waive his right to be present at his trial, if he shall for 
any cause see fit to do so? We can conceive of no just reason why he 
may not, especially when he is represented by counsel, as he has the 
right to be, who, it is presumed, is fully advised by him, and can gen- 
erally take care of his rights better than he could do himself. He may 
deem it of advantage to him not to be present, or it may be inconvenient 
for him to be. He may choose to rely upon the skill and judgment of his 
counsel, and expect that the court will see that the trial is conducted 
according to law, as it will always do. He may do this, but the waiver 
should appear to the satisfaction of the court, either expressly, or by 


reasonable implication from what he says, or by his conduct. His |. 


counsel cannot waive his right for him. S. v. Epps, 76 N. C., 55; 8. v. 
Payton, 89 N. C., 539; S. vw. Sheets, bid., 548; Price v. State, 36 Miss., 
531; Fuglet v. State, 7 Ohio, 180; 128 Am. Decisions, 626, and numerous 
cases there cited. 

Generally, if not in all cases, the State will require the prisoner’s 
presence when the judgment 1 18 entered, especially when the punishment 
to be imposed requires it. 

The court will always require ihe presence of the prisoner in court 
during the trial, as already indicated, if he be in close custody of the 
law, unless in case the prisoner expressly himself, and not by counsel, 

waives his right to be present, but the court may require it, if it 
(408) shall deem it advisable to do so. When, however, the prisoner is 

not in close custody, but is only under recognizance for his ap- 
pearance, the court will not begin a trial in his absence, unless he ex- 
pressly waives his right to be present. If, however, he be under 
recognizance for his appearance—is present when the trial begins, and 
afterwards, pending it, he voluntarily and on purpose absents himself— 
as when he flees the court—he must be deemed to have waived his right 
to be present during the remainder of the trial, while he is so absent, 
and will not be entitled to be discharged, or to have a new trial, because 
he was so absent. In such case, he has fair opportunity to be present 
and might, and ought, as matter of duty, to be; if he is not, by the 
strongest, if not conclusive implication, he consents to be, and is volun- 
tarily absent, and waives his right. He has no right to flee—he is 
bound not to do so—he flees at his peril, and is justly held to take the 
consequences of his unlawful conduct. It would savor of absurdity and 
positive injustice, when a party charged with crime thus flees, to allow 
him to take advantage of his own wrong, and obtain his discharge, or a 
new trial! A party charged with a felony less than capital, has the. 
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right to give bail and be at large, unless at the trial the court shall order. 
him into close custody. In such cases, if the defendant fly, pending the 
trial, the court is not bound to stop the trial and discharge the jury, and 
thus give the defendant a new trial. To do so, would compromise the 
dignity of the court, trifle with the administration of justice, and en- 
courage guilty parties to escape. The defendant has no right, funda- 
mental or otherwise, that renders such absurd practice and procedure 
necessary. | 

It appears that the defendant in this case was not in close custody— 
that he was under recognizance for his appearance, and present when 
his trial began. 

In the course of the trial, when the j jury were going into court (409) 
to render their verdict, he fled the court, and was not present 
when it was received and entered by the court. The court properly held 
that this was not ground for a new trial. In such a case, it might, how- 
ever, in its discretion, grant a new trial for just cause, as when the de- 
fendant is ignorant and frightened, and was prompted by fear to fly, if 
it appear that he might have suffered prejudice by such flight. 

There is no error. Let this opinion be certified to the criminal court 
according to il It is so ordered. 


Sirs; C. J. ., dissenting: It is a well settled rule, that in criminal 
trials the accused has the right to be present at every stage of the pro- 
ceeding, and in crimes of the grade of felony, he must be, whenever any 
action is taken to his prejudice. 

“The rule indeed,” remarks Battle, J.,in 9. v. Blackwelder, Phil., 38; 
“is but a full development of the principles contained in the 7th 
section of the declaration of rights (section 11 of Article I of the present 
Constitution) ; “That in all prosecutions, every man has a right to be 
informed of the accusation against him, and to confront the accusers 
with witnesses and other testimony,” “and this,” he adds, “ought to be 
kept forever sacred and inviolate.” “The rule is,” says Reade, J., “that 
in a criminal trial, nothing shall be done to the prejudice of the defend- . 
ant without his presence. The exception is that in a criminal trial for 
a misdemeanor the rule may be relaxed by the consent of the defendant.” 
S. v. Epps, 76 N. C., 55. 

In 8. v. Bray, 67 N, C., 283, the charge was io larceny and receiving, 
and the jury returned a ‘verdict of acquittal upon the first count, and 
guilty on the second, before the judge at his room. The verdict was so 
entered at the opening of the court the next morning. | 

On appeal the verdict was set aside, because not rendered in . (410) 
the defendant’s presence. Boyden, J., delivering the opinion, | 
says: “We think the case of 8. v. Crayton, 6 Ired., 164, and the case 
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of S. v. Blackwelder, Phil. Law, 38, and particularly the last, are 
decisive of this case. I+ is true that both of the above cases were capital, 
but the reasons for the decision in the latter case apply equally to a case 
like the present ; and besides, we believe the practice has been uniform to 
recewe such a verdict oily in open court and in the presence of the 
prisoner.” 

In S. vw. J enkins, 84 N. C., 812, the dafeddant was charged with burn-- 
ing a mill, and a verdict convicting him of the offense was delivered to 
the judge at his room, at a late hour in the night, in presence of his 
counsel and with their consent. Speaking for the Court, our late asso- 
ciate, Ruffin, J., says: “In every criminal prosecution, it is the right of 
the accused to be informed of the accusation against him and to confront 
his accusers. In capital trials this right cannot be waived by the pris- 
oner, but it is the duty of the court to see that he is actually present at 
each and every step taken in the progress of the trial. In prosecutions 
for lesser felonies, he has exactly the same right. Whether the right 
can be waived in such cases is a point about which the authorities seem 
to be divided.” ; 

In 8. v. Sheets, 89 N. C., 543, the indictment was for malicious mis- 
chief in poisoning a mare ‘colt, and one of the exceptions was to the 
judge’s rehearsal of part of the evidetes in his charge to the jury in the 
defendant’s absence. It was overruled, in doing which Ashe, J., our 
deceased associate, says: “The indictment is only for a misdemeanor, 
and the defendant, we presume, was out on bail, as the record does not 
show he was in custody. If he thought proper to absent himself during 

the progress of the trial, it was his own fault.” _ 
(411) In 8. v. Payton, 89 N. C., 539, the charge was for a felony, 

made such by statute (acts 1874-17 5, ch. 228), in burning a stable 
in one count, a granary in the other, and the error assigned was in per- 
mitting one of the counsel for the State to make his argument to the 
jury when the defendants were not present in court. The same judge 
distinguishes between felonies, classing those of an inferior grade with 
- misdemeanors, citing in recognition of the distinction, several cases de- 
cided in this Court, and concludes his review in these words: “So, it 
seems in the trial of inferior felonies, the strictness of the rules enforced 
on the trial of capital offenses is to some extent relaxed, and this may 
account for the fact that we have been unable to find any case where it 
has been held, that the absence of a prisoner on a trial for an inferior 
felony, while his case is being argued before the jury, has been held to 
be a ground for a new trial.” 

In the case of &. v. Bray, supra, i conviction was of an iopee il 
misdemeanor, punished with the same severity as the associated charge 
of which the defendant was acquitted, and yet the manner of rendering 
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the verdict vitiated the trial, and was held to entitle him to a venire de 
novo. But the ruling can be sustained upon the other ground, that no 
action was taken to the prejudice of the accused by the court or by the 
jury in his absence. 

The difficulty of running the dividing line between felonies of a higher 
grade and felonies of an inferior grade, is an insuperable objection, to 
my own mind, to making such a classification, and placing the one with 
crimes that are capital, and the other with such as are misdemeanors, 
80 as, under some circumstances to require the presence of the accused, 
and in others to dispense with it, when the verdict is rendered and judg- 
ment pronounced. 

Instead of this, it is safer and more consonant with the practice in 
criminal trials, to recognize the broad line of demarcation that sepa- 
rates a felony of whatever grade from a misdemeanor; a distinction 
intelligible and susceptible of easy application in practice. | 

“Where the punishment is corporal,” we quote again from (412) 
S. v. Payton, supra, “the prisoner must be present, as was held 

in Rex v. Duke, Holt, 399, where the prisoner was convicted of perjury, - 
_ Holt, C. J., saying, ‘Judgment cannot be given against any man in his 
absence for corporal punishment,’ and he adds: ‘For if one give judg- 
ment that he be put in the pillory, it might be demanded, when? And the 
answer would be when we catch him; and there never was a writs to 
take a man and put him in the pillory. 9 

‘In the 3d Vol. of Whar. Cr. Law, sec. 2991, the author, after Pee 
that the accused must be present in person, "proceeds : “Nor does the 
necessity for the defendant’s presence cease with the opening of the case. 
Should he be at any time absent, the proceedings cease to be valid, and 
it will be ground for a new trial, should the court proceed with the case _ 
in defiance of this rule,” except that this right may be waived in misde- 
meanors, in which no corporal punishment is imposed. 

“Never has there heretofore’ (he quotes the words of Gibson, C. J., 
in Pruin v. Com., 6 Harris, 104, which are reiterated by Williams, J., 
in Dougherty v. Com., 69 Penn., 286), “been a prisoner tried for felony 
in his absence. No precedent can be found in which his presence is not 
a ,Postulate of every part of the record. He is arraigned at the bar, 
and if he is convicted, he is asked at the bar what he has to say why 
judgment should not be pronounced against him. These things (the 
text is in italics), are matters of substance, and not peculiar to trials 
for murder. They belong to every trial for felony, at the common law, 
because the mitigation of the punishment does not ang? the character 
of the crime.” 
| In Massachusetts, Arkansas and Ohio, statutes have been passed re~ 

"quiring the presence of the accused in person during a trial for felony, 
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and this doubtless is to prevent any ruling that this great princi- 
(418) ple can be waived by any act of his own, or by his counsel, for 

the case cited in the opinion of the court in this case, shows that 
the correcting hand of the Legislature was needed. 

Now, it is true, the conduct of the accused in his hasty departure, 
when the jury were about to deliver their verdict, the purport of which 
he seems to have anticipated,. entitles him to no favor, but it 1s the 
importance and value of the principle which is sacrificed in giving effect 
to it, and the judgment consequent on its rendition. 

In a sister State, where precisely the same facts occurred upon a 
charge of larceny, the Court say: “In criminal cases of the grade of 
felony, where the life or liberty of the accused is in peril, he has the 
right to be present, and must be present, during the trial, and until the 
final judgment. If he be absent, either in prison or by escape, there is a 
want of jurisdiction over his person to proceed with the trial, or to 
receive the verdict, or to pronounce the final judgment.” 

This ruling is followed 3 in two other cases, Andrews v. State, 2 Sneed, 
550; Hutchison v. State, 3 Cold., 97; Webb v. State, 5 Cold., 16. 

In Sneed v. State, 5 Ark., 481, the Court declare the statute in that 
State but an affirmance of the common law, and say that when the de- 
fendant is out on bail, the principle is the same, the law not regarding _ 
the cause of his absence, as whether he is away vgrenaey or against 
his will. 

The subject is fully discussed and the cases on the point examined, in 
the note of the editor to the case of Figlet v. State, found in 128 Vol. of 
Am. Dec., 626. 

I am not disposed to relax those safeguards wick the wisdom of past 
ages has provided for the security of persons charged with crime, while 
the modern tendency is manifested in some of the courts to dispense with 
them, upon the idea of a waiver, because of the inconvenient necessity 

for a new trial, which an observance of them may render neces- 
(414) sary. I am therefore constrained to enter my dissent to the ruling 
of the Court, and the great extent to which the opinion goes. 

No error. | Affirmed. 


Cited: S. v. Jacobs, 107 N. C., 782; 8. v. Austin, 108 N. C., 786; 8. 2. 
Mitchell, 119 N. C., 786; 8. v. Cherry, 154 N. C., 626; S. v. Preece, 170 
N.C. 711; &. ». Aupsfeld 188 N. C., 361; gs. Uv. Handes, 192 N. C,, 
5387; S. v. Bazemore, 193 N. C., 389; 8. v. O'Neal, 197. N. C., 549. : 
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- STATH vy. CICERO WILLIAMS. 


Insolvent Debtor’ 7 Oath—C ost—F ine. 


~ 


A prisoner is entitled to be discharged from imprisonment for the nonpayment 
of a fine and costs upon complying with the provisions of The Code, 
ch. 27, sec. 2067, e¢ seg., and this is so, although a workhouse has been 
established by the county commissioners in accordance with the pro . 
visions of The Code, sec. 786. 


(S. uv. McNeely, 92 N. C., 829; cited and approved. ) 


Morton by the defendant to be discharged from custody, aad upon 
appeal from the clerk, by Shepherd, J., at February Term, 1887, of 
Wake Superior Court. 

At the January Criminal Term, 1886, of Wake Superior Court, the 
defendant, Cicero Williams, having been convicted of assault and bat- 
tery, it was adjudged that he be imprisoned in the common jail for 
twelve months, beginning 16 January, 1886, and that he pay the costs in 
the indictment, and if he failed to pay the costs at the expiration of the 
sentence, that he remain in jail till said costs are paid. In the event of 
failure to pay the costs, the county commissioners were authorized to 
imprison him in the workhouse, instead of the jail. 

_ After having been confined in prison twelve months, and in the work- 
house for twenty days after the expiration thereof, and after due notice, 
the defendant filed his petition to the Superior Court, before the clerk, 
alleging his insolvency and inability to pay the costs, and praying 
the court to be allowed to file his schedule, take the oath pre- (415) 
scribed for insolvents, and be thereafter exempt from arrest 
because of said costs. 

After certain proceedings had in relation to said petition, to wit, on 
28 February, 1887, the defendant having ‘taken the prescribed oath, it 
‘was ordered and adjudged by the clerk that he be discharged from 
custody. : 

From this judgment the State ait county commissioners for the 
county of Wake appealed to the Superior Court in term, and the said 
appeal being heard at the February Term, 1887, of the Superior Court, 
before Shepherd, Judge, the judgment of the clerk discharging the de- 
fendant was affirmed, and from that judgment the State ane county 
commissioners aforesaid appealed to this Court. | 


Attorney-General for the State. 
— Geo. H. Snow for the county of Wake. — 
Thos. P. Devereux and Sam’l Wilder for defendant. 
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Davis, J., after stating the facts: Chapter 27, section 2967 of The 
Code, prescribes, that “every person committed for the fine and costs of 
any criminal prosecution” may be discharged from imprisonment upon 
complying with the provisions of said chapter. The defendant filed his 
petition, and in all other respects complied with the provisions of 
chapter 27; taking the oath prescribed in section 2972 of The Code, 
which, it will be observed, requires the insolvent to~swear that he is not 
worth the sum of “fifty dollars, in any worldly substance,” etc., instead 
of “one dollar in any worldly substance, above such exemption as is - 
allotted to me by law,” etc., as was required prior to the act of 1881, 
chapter 76. It was suggested, the change might contravene the consti- 
tutional provision in regard to homestead and personal property exemp- 

tions, but a moment’s reflection will remove all doubt. Upon 
(416) conviction the judgment of the court is, that the defendant be 

in the custody of the sheriff until the sentence of the court is 
complied with, usually until the fine and costs are paid. The prisoner 
can discharge himself from custody only by paying the fine and costs, 
or, which he is allowed to do, by complying with the provisions of 
chapter 27 of The Code, and taking the oath prescribed. He has his 
election to pay the fine and costs, or remain in custody, or if he has not 
the means wherewith to pay the fine and costs, he may give the notice, 
and take the prescribed oath. None of his rights of property are vio- 
lated. 

But section 707, subsection 17, of The Code, gatoness “the erection 
in each county of a house of correction, where vagrants and persons 
guilty of misdemeanors, shall be restrained, and usefully employed, etc., 
and section 786 of The Code provides for the establishment of work- 
houses “for the safe-keeping, correcting, governing, and employing of — 
offenders legally committed thereto,” and the board of county commis- 
sioners for Wake say that this has been done in Wake, and the defendant 
was legally committed to the -workhouse, and that he is not entitled to his | 
discharge, until the fine and costs are paid. This we think is governed by 
section 3448, of The Code, which relates to the same subject, and which 
provides that the detention of the prisoner shall not extend “beyond the 
time fixed by the judgment of the court.” That “the amount realized 
from hiring out such persons shall be credited to them for the fine and 
bill of costs in all cases of conviction”; and that, “it shall not be lawful 
_ to farm out any such convicted person who may be imprisoned for the 
nonpayment of a fine, or as punishment imposed for the offense of which 
he may have been convicted, unless the court before whom the trial is 
_ had shall in its judgment so authorize.” 7 | 

These sections of The Code are in pari materia, seid the conclusion 
to be drawn from them is, that the imprisonment, whether “in arcta et 
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stricta custodia,’ or in the workhouse, or the prisoner be farmed 
or hired out, cannot be extended “beyond the time fixed by the (417) 
court.” 

This view is sustained by 8. v. McNeely, 92 N. C., 829. The judges 
of the Superior Court may, in the exercise of their discretion, fix the 
time of imprisonment, and authorize the board of county commissioners 
to farm out the convict, as provided in section 3448 of The Code, or 
employ him in the workhouse, as provided in section 786, and the pro- 
ceeds of his labor shall be applied to the payment of the fine and costs, 
but the imprisonment cannot extend beyond the time fixed, and he may 
be discharged from commitment for the fine and costs, in the manner 
prescribed in section 2967, ef seg. There is no error. | 
No error. Affirmed. 


Cited: S.v. Burton, 113 N. C., 657; Fertilizer Co. v. Grubbs, 114 
N. C., 472; Lockhart v. Bear, 117 N. C., 308; 8. v. White, 125 N. C.,, 
685; S. v. Morgan, 141 N. C., 732; Oakley v. Lasater, 172 N. C., 97. 


STATE v. ROBERT POWELL. 


Town Ordinance—Penalty—Misd emeanon—J urisdiction. 


1. Wander Article I, section 18, and Article IV, sections 12, 14 and 27, of the 

Constitution, the Legislature may establish courts inferior to the Supe- _ 
- rior Court—may constitute the mayor of a town an “inferior court, with 

the jurisdiction of a justice of the peace,” or may.constitute him a “spe- 
cial court within the corporate limits of the town,” with a larger jurisdic- 
tion than that of justice of the peace—and may dispense with a jury 
trial in “petty misdemeanors,” and provide” other means of trial for such 
offenses. 


2. Persons violating sections 38 and 4 of the ordinances of the town of Mor- 
ganton, not only.incur the penalty prescribed therein, but under sections 
11 and 12 of the charter of said town are also guilty of a misdemeanor, 
for which they may be tried and punished by the mayor as a “special 
court” for said town. | | 

(Causee v. Anders, 4 D. & B., 246; Pendleton v.. Davis, 1 Jones, 98; Smith- 
wick v. Ward, 7 Jones, 64, and 8S. v. Moss, 2 Jones, 66; cited and ap- 
proved.) — 


InvIoTMEnt on appeal from the mayor of the town of Mor- (418) 
ganton, tried before Graves, J., at Spring Term, 1886, of Burke 
Superior Court. 
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The court dismissed the proceeding for want of jurisdiction, from 
which the Solicitor appealed. The facts are sufficiently stated 1 in the 
opinion of the Court. 


Ailoriey Coneral for the State. . 
S. J. Erwin for defendant. | 


Smiru, OC. J. The prosecution against the defendant, commenced and 
tried before the mayor of the town of Morganton, is for a misdemeanor, 
in violating a town ordinance, and by defendant’s appeal was carried to 
the Superior Court. The ordinance is set out in the record, and among 
other subjects of taxation, imposes upon the keeper of each stable a tax 
of ten dollars per annum, to be paid in advance, and a license obtained 
to carry on the business, and concludes with affixing a penalty, in these 
words: 

“Any person or persons, or companies, who diel begin, carry on or 
practice any of the business, trades, practices, professions or arts 
enumerated in section 3 (preceding), without first having paid the tax, 
and procured from the secretary of the board a license, shall forfeit and 
pay the sum of twenty-five dollars in addition to the tax.” 

The charge is, that the defendant did begin and carry on the trade or 
business of keeping a “livery stable for pay, without first having paid 
the privilege tax of ten dollars, and procuring a license from the sec- 
retary,” ete. 

The record of the proceedings in elie Superior Court is not in entire 
harmony with the statement contained in the case sent, but the variance 
is not material. The entry in the record is: “Demurrer sustained. On 
motion of defendant’s counsel, this action is dismissed for want of 

jurisdiction.” 
(419) The case sets out that the defendant moved to quash and dis- 
miss the said warrant and proceeding, upon.the ground that the 
said ordinances enacted under said charter (Private acts 1885, ch. 120), 
created no criminal offense, but provided a simple penalty, recoverable 
by civil action, “which motion was sustained by the.court.” The prose- 
cuting solicitor in the court below contended, as the Attorney General 
here contends, that by virtue of sections 11 and 12, the violation of the 
ordinances, although affixing a penalty, is likewise constituted a criminal | 
act, the jurisdiction to try which is conferred upon the mayor. 
The first of these sections confers upon this officer, in general terms, 
the jurisdiction and authority of a justice of the peace, and then pro- 
ceeds to declare, that, “the mayor shall further be a Special Court 


_ within the corporate limits of the town, to have arrested and try all 


persons who are charged with a misdemeanor for violating any ordi- 
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nance of the. town; and if the accused shall be found guilty, he shall be 
fined at the discretion of the court or mayor, not exceeding the amount 
specified in the ordinance or ordinances so violated, or imprisoned at the 
discretion of the court or mayor, not exceeding the length of time speci- 
fied in the ordinance or ordinances, so violated, or both: Provided, the 
fine shall in no case exceed the sum of fifty dollars, nor the imprison- 
ment thirty days.” Section 12 enacts, “that any person violating any 
ordinance of the town, shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, but the 
punishment thereof shall not exceed a fine of fifty dollars, and imprison- 
ment at labor on the streets for thirty days, or both.” : 

It is quite apparent that violations of town ordinances not only 
impose a definite penalty, consisting of the license tax, which ought to 
be paid, increased by adding twenty-five dollars thereto, recoverable as 
such, but the quality of a criminal offense is imparted to them by the | 
recited provisions of the incorporating statute. 

Statutes are not infrequent in the course of legislation where a (420) 
penalty is imposed for an act or. neglect, and at the same time it 
exposes the offender to a criminal prosecution by the public, nor do we 
find the exercise of this power under the Constitution to have been 
questioned. It presents, not the case of a double punishment for one 
offense, but a single and divided punishment, enforced by different 
methods. In an action for an assault and battery where the object is 
the recovery of damages for the personal injury, a jury adds those that 
are punitory, while at the same time the wrong-doer may be made to 
suffer by a public prosecution for the same legal act; Causee v. Anders, 
4D. & B., 246; Pendleton v. Davis, 1 Jones, 98; Smithwick v. Ward, 
7 Jones, 64. 

While the right of every person charged with crime of whatever grade 
to a trial by jury was secured in the former Constitution, and no power 
to punish without a convicting verdict could be conferred upon the 
officers of a town, as was decided in S. v. Moss, 2 Jones, 66; a change 
has been made in the present Constitution, and the Legislature “may 
provide other means of trial for petty EC SmCA OEE with the right of 
appeal.” Art. I, sec. 13.. 

The General Assembly is moreover muthoneta to distribute “the 
power and jurisdiction which does not pertain to the Supreme Court, 
among the other courts prescribed in this Constitution, or which may be 
established by law, in such manner as vé may deem best.” Art. IV, sec. 12. 

The first clause in section eleven of the charter, constitutes the mayor 
“an Inferior Court” and clothes him with the functions of a justice of 
the peace, whose jurisdiction is conferred and defined in section 27, of 
Article IV, of the Constitution. This jurisdiction in criminal cases is 
limited to the imposition of a fine or imprisonment, to each of which a 
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maximum is affixed, and while neither can be exceeded, both punish- 
ments cannot be imposed, nor any parts of both. — 

(421) But the mayor is also constituted, “a Special Court within the 
corporate limits of the town,” and in this capacity his authority 

is enlarged, extending to the infliction of both punishments, by express 

words used in that and in the next section. 

This enlargement of jurisdiction may have been the result of inad- 
vertence, but is plainly said, and must be held to convey the legislative 
intent. To this end we must annex to the exercise of the power under 
the Constitution, the incidents appertaining to the exercise of power by 
a justice of the péaibe in reference to a jury and an appeal, as contained 
in The Code, section 898, and following. The association of the mayor’s 
functions as those of “an Inferior Court’ and of “a Special Court within 
_ the corporate limits” seems to. indicate a similarity in the manner of . 
their exercise as suggested. 

There is error in the ruling, and this will be certified that the cause 
may proceed to trial according to the ul as declared in this opinion. 

Error. Venare de novo. 


Cited: S. v. Davis, 111 N. C., 734; 8. v. Burton, 113 N. C., 663; S. ». 
Whitaker, 114 N. C., 821; 8. v. Brittain, 143 N. C., 669. 


STATE y. L. W. RICE. 


Town Ordinance. 


Where a town ordinance leaves the fine or penalty imposed by it uncertain as 
to the amount, it is void for uncertainty, and a warrant Founded on it 
will be quashed. 


(S. v. Crenshaw, 94 N. C, 877; 8S. v. Cainan, idbid., 883 ; Commissioners v, 
Harris, 7 Jones, 281, cited and approved.) 


Inprctmunt, heard before Gilmer, J., at March Term, 1887, of Davip- 
son Superior Court. 
(422) The defendant was held under a warrant issued by the mayor > 
of the town of Lexington, to answer criminally, and was con- 
victed before him, for the alleged violation of a town ordinance, and the 
part thereof material to be set forth here provides, that “any person 
whose duty it shall be to make such alterations, and who shall refuse to 
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do so, after due notice thereof, shall be fined a sum not exceeding five 
dollars, and one dollar for each and every day he may neglect to make 
such repairs.” 
The defendant appealed to the Superior Court, and that court held 
_ that the ordinance in question was void, quashed the warrant, and gave 
judgment for the defendant, from which the State appealed to this 
Court. | 


- Attorney-General and M. H. Penne for the State. 
F.C. Robbins for defendant. 


Merrion, J., after stating the facts: We cannot distinguish this 
case from S. v. Crenshaw, 94 N. C., 877, and S. v. Cainan, tbid., 883. 
In those cases, and that of Commissioners v. Harris, T Jones, 281, it was 
held that a town ordinance that left the fine or penalty to be imposed 
uncertain as to the amount of the same, was void for uncertainty. Here 
the fine to be imposed might be five dollars or any less sum. It was 
therefore uncertain, and the ordinance void. 

There is no error. Let this opinion be certified to the Superior Court 
according to law. It is so ordered. _ 

No error. | . Affirmed. 


Cited: S. v. Irvin, 126 N. C., 995; S. v. Addington, 148 N. C., 686. 


(423) 
STATE v. ALBERT STARNES. 


N Newly Discovered Evidence—A ppeal—Bill of L ndiciment—H ow 
Returned into Court. 


1. A new trial for newly discovered evidence cannot be given by the Supreme 
. Court in a criminal action. 


2. Quere, whether after an appeal and the affirmance of the judgment, the 
| Superior Court can grant a new trial for newly CON erE® eVitenee in a 
criminal case. 


3. A new trial will not be granted for deat discovered evidence, when the 
new evidence is merely cumulative, and only tends to contradict the 
witness for the other side. 


- . 4. No appeal lies from the refusal of a judge to grant a new trial for mewy 


discovered evidence. 
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5. Where the record sets out that a bill of indictment was returned into open 
- court by the hands of the foreman of the grand jury, it sufficiently appears 
that the grand jurors were present in court, and the entry is a. proper one. 


(Simmons v. Mann, 92 N. C., 12; Carson v. Dellinger, 90 N. C., 226; cited and 
approved.) 


—Iyprorment for rape, head before Graves, J., at September Term, | 
1886, of the Superior Court of Union County. 

The defendant appealed. 

The facts fully appear in the opinion. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
D. A. Covington for defendant. 


Smiru, C. J. When this cause was before the Court on the former 
appeal of the defendant, 94 N. C., 973, and no error was found in the 
record of which the prisoner could complain, application for an order 
for a new trial to be had in the court below, was made upon the ground 
of the discovery of new and material testimony in favor of the accused, 

since the former trial. The motion, so far as our own and the 
(424) researches of counsel disclose, is without precedent in the ad- 

ministration of the criminal law on appeals to this Court, and so 
fundamentally repugnant to the functions of a reviewing Court, whose 
office is to examine and determine assigned errors appearing in the 
record, that we did not look into the affidavits offered 1 in support of the 
motion, nor hesitate in denying it. 

When the decision was certified to the Superior Court of Union, in 
order that it should proceed to resentence the prisoner, his counsel, when 
inquiry was made of him if he had aught to say why judgment of death 
should not be pronounced against him, at Fall Term, 1886, renewed the 
application for setting aside the verdict and granting the prisoner a new 
trial, upon the same grounds, sustaining it. by the evidence contained 1 in 
several affidavits, that of the prisoner himself among them. 

The material new testimony, aside from that produced to show the 
use of due diligence in the preparation of the defense and the procuring 
of witnesses-in its support at the first trial, is contained in the affidavit 
of Eugenia Moser, a witness summoned and then too ill to be present and - 
whose testimony, her husband, Arch Moser, stated to prisoner’s counsel, 

_ would be essentially the same as his own, in consequence of which infor- 
‘mation, the trial was not delayed for her absence. 

This affidavit, mainly is not altogether relied on as bringing the 
application within the rule that prevails in civil suits, is reproduced in 
her own words, so. far as they are pertinent to the inquiry: “It was about 
half an hour before 12 o’clock on a Friday night, in November, 1884, 
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when Rosa came to our house, and said that some one had outraged her. 
She did not tell us who had ‘done it, nor did she accuse any one; said 
she knew who did it. She also said: ‘I have never told you all who 
did it.” 

The affiant, after mentioning her going to the house of Rosa (425) 
the next morning, and finding her sitting on the hearth crying, 
proceeds: “Just then Pomp Belk passed in a wagon. Rosa saw him, and 
said, ‘I believe that negro (pointing to Pomp) is the man who outraged 
me! They asked me to see if he had boots on, and said the man who 
was here last night had boots on.’ 

At a subsequent time when Pais eame to Mr. Moser’s house and 
inquired for him, and then asked to see Rosa, who from fear, would not 
go out, affiant states Rosa again said: “I believe he is the man who out- 
raged me, for he handles the same words that were handled to me last 
night. I think he is the man from his voice.” In a second affidavit, she 
states more fully the occurrences of the night when the crime was com- 
mitted, and described what Rosa then detailed of the circumstances, in 
these words: “She said that the man who committed the outrage told her 
he would not hurt her, and said he was the same man who talked to her 
when she was picking cotton for John Whitley, and he was picking 
cotton for Billy Steal; that she knew who the man was, but was not 
going to tell any of us.” 

Affiant further states, that after Rosa had gone to town for the war- . 
rant and returned, John Whitley came to the house of affiant, and said 
to Rosa, he was afraid she had made a mistake, and taken out the war- 
rant for the wrong man, and that something not understood having been 
spoken about Pomp Belk and John Dees, she told Whitley to go and 
have Pomp Belk put in the warrant. 

The court declined to set aside the verdict and reopened the case, 
finding as follows: 

I. That the newly discovered witness, Eugenia Moser, would testify to 
the matters set out in her affidavit, and that such matters are most 
probably true. 

II. That this evidence would tend to discredit the prosecutrix, and is 
material. 

III. That the prisoner has used due diligence. 

IV. That on the trial, evidence was offered tending to dis- (426) 
credit the testimony of the prosecutrix, and the ney discovered 
evidence is cumulative merely; And 

V. That it may probably change the result upon a eeaund trial. 

The court, upon these findings, refused a new trial, in deference to 
the adjudication of the Supreme Court, that a new trial should not be 
granted where the additional evidence is merely cumulative and im- 
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peaching, and not independent. To this ruling the prisoner excepts, and 
in answer to the same propounded interrogatory if he had aught further 
to saw why sentence should not be pronounced, moved in arrest of 
judgment, for that, 

I. The record fails to show that the bill of indictment was returned 
into open court by the grand jurors-as a body; and 

If. The record affirmatively states the contrary. 

This motion was also overruled, and from the judgment of death pro- 
nounced against the prisoner, he appealed. 

Without stopping to inquire whether at this late stage in the proceed- 
ings, and after an unsuccessful appeal to the Supreme Court upon 
alleged errors in law, such an application can be entertained in the 
Superior Court, to whose jurisdiction the cause has been remitted, we 
proceed, as did the judge who assumed the right to act upon the appli- 
cation, to consider the case upon its merits, as if made in due and apt 
time, and to a court having jurisdiction. | 

The judge refused to exercise the invoked power upon a simple legal 
ground that it was unwarranted by the practice recognized and acted on 
as a governing rule, which requires.the newly discovered evidence to be 
something more than cumulative, and that this was competent only for 
the purpose of discrediting the witness, in her identification of the 

prisoner as the author of the outrage upon her person. It all 
_ (427) tends to show that no reliance can be placed in what she swears 

about the prisoner, because she first charged the crime upon 
another. But she had charged the same man, Pomp Belk, in the warrant 
sued out for the crime, and this was in proof upon the former trial. 
The new but intensifies the former evidence, that the prosecutrix first 
accused another party, and this does not seem to have been in any 
manner contradicted when heard by the jury, and must have been con- 
sidered by them in determining the credit due to her testimony in iden- 
tifying the accused, after her conflicting previous statements. 

Not only is the proposed evidence directed to the impairment of con- . 
fidence in her sworn recognition of the criminal, but it is also of the 
same character and but a repetition of what was before shown. The 
present are her declarations made soon after the outrage, and in the 
confusion incident to its perpetration, and before they were embodied in 
the more. solemn form of suing out a State warrant and charging the 
crime upon another. | 

Not only does the proposed proof assail the integrity or memory of 
the witness, or both, but it is confined to the very same point, and not 
more forcible than that before adduced. It is therefore only cumulative, 
and to the same point. The law was properly declared by the court as 
regulating the practice in similar applications in civil cases. 
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“Tt is a well settled rule of law” (we quote from the opinion of 
Merrimon, J., delivered for the Court in Simmons v. Mann, 92 N. C., 
12), “that a new trial will not be granted upon the ground of newly 
discovered evidence, if this evidence is merely cumulative (the italics 
are in the opinion), or in corroboration of evidence received on the 
former trial in respect to a particular point, or in support of a a | 
allegation.” See cases cited. 

Moreover, the granting or refusing a new trial for such cause, is the 
exercise of an unreviewable discretion in the judge, as decided in Car son 
v. Dellinger, 90 N. C., 226, where the practice is fully discussed. 

_. While in this case, the judge puts his refusal upon the ground (428) 
_ that the case made does not come up to the rule in one essential 

_ particular, he does not abnegate the power to make the order when all 
its requirements are met, and this in the pending application, and there 
is no error in law in. his ruling. | 

The motion in arrest of judgment, based upon the manner of return- 
ing the bill into court, though not specifically mentioned in the opinion 
in the former appeal, is necessarily disposed of in the concluding declara- 
tion of this Court, “that there is no error in the record.” But if it had 
been, the motion finds no support in the record, which says, “which said 
bill of indictment the jurors aforesaid, on 7 April, 1885, it being Tues- 
day of the first week of the term of the court, returned into open court 
by the hands of J. M. Ferrell, their foreman.” This language is not 
reasonably susceptible of the interpretation put upon it by the prisoner’s 
counsel, It is explicit that the grand jurors themselves were present 
‘and returned the bill, and that their foreman, in their behalf, and by 
their assent, handed in the bill, and this is the usual and proper practice. 
There is no error. 

We deem the occasion a proper one to speak of the zeal, ability, and 
persevering energy with which the prisoner’s defense has been conducted 
by counsel assigned by the court, and without fee, and the assurance 
_ which professional devotion to duty gives, that justice will be impar- 
tially administered to all, irrespective of their means or condition in 
life, in our courts. | | | 

No error. Affirmed. 


Cited: S. v. DeGraff, 1138 N. C., 694; S. v. Edwards, 126 N. C., 1055; 
S. v. Council, 129 N. C., 513; Turner v. Davis, 182 N. C., 190; 8. v. 
Register, 138 N. C., 754; Aden v. Doub, 146 N. C., 138; Crisco v. Yow, 
153 N. C., 486; Johnson v. R. B., 163 N. C., 434; 3. v. Ice Co., 166 
N. C., 404; Land Co. v. Bostic, 168 N. C., 100; Alexander v. Cedar 
Wotks, 177 N. C., 587; Brown v. Hillsboro, 185 N.C., 380; 8. v. Harts- 
field, 188 N. C., 358; 8. v. Griffin, 190 N. C., 185. 3 
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(429) | 
STATE v. ED. GILMER. 


Ewidence—Larceny—Judge’s Charge. 


1. Where a defendant is introduced as a witness in his own behalf, his testi- 
mony is to be considered by the jury, and he has the right to have the 
jury instructed as to the effect of his evidence, if believed by them. 


2s Where the evidence presents the case in two aspects, the trial judge should 
charge the jury in both aspects of the case. . 


3. Where the defendant was indicted for larceny and evidence of his guilt 

was introduced by the State, and as a witness in his own behalf, he testi- 

- fied that the prosecutor was intoxicated, and at his request, he (the de- | 

fendant) was taking care of property alleged to have been stolen; It was 

held, error in the trial judge not to present the case to the jury in the 
aspect presented by the defendant’s evidence. 


(Bailey v. Pool, 18 Ired., 404; 8. v. Cardwell, Busb., 245; S. v. Dunlap, 65 
N. C., 288; S. v. Matthews, 78 N. C., 523; 8. v. Grady, 83 N. C., 643; cited 
and approved.) : 


Inpriotment for larceny, tried before Clark, J., at June Term, 1886, 
of GuILForD Superior Court. 

The defendant is indicted for the larceny pone, taken from the 
person of the prosecutor, one Sherwood. 

There was evidence for the State, tending. to prove the guilt of the 
defendant. 

He was examined on the trial as a witness in his own behalf, and 
testified as follows: “That he took the walk at Sherwood’s instance; that 
Sherwood was intoxicated, and thréw away the articles except the hat, 
and that he gathered them up to preserve them for Sherwood, who sat 
down in the woods, where he was found by Reese; that Sherwood’s hat 
dropped off, and Sherwood took defendant’s hat, put it on, and leaned 
his head against a tree; that defendant placed the articles in Sherwood’s 

hat, and insisted on returning, which Sherwood refused to do; 
(430) that defendant then, by agreement with Sherwood, returned to 

the saloon, at which place he was to wait for Sherwood ; that 
shortly thereafter, while engaged in a game of “pool” at J effries’, he 
was arrested by Reese.” | | 

The defendant’s counsel asked the court to instruct the jury, that if 
they believed his testimony, then he was not guilty. The court “did 
not so instruct the jury, but told them that if Sherwood was so drunk 
that he did not know that the defendant took the goods; or that if 
defendant resorted to a trick to pone them, and if he took them feloni- 
ously, he was guilty of larceny.” | 

There was a verdict of guilty, and judgment | for the State, oe 
which the defendant appealed to this Court. 

334 


NG] FEBRUARY TERM, 1887. 


STATE v. GILMER, 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Merron, J., after stating the facts: In our judgment, the defendant 
was entitled to the instruction prayed for by his counsel, or the sub- 
stance of it. He was a competent witness in his own behalf, and he had 
the right to have his testimony go to the jury, and be considered by 
them like that of any other witness, and have them give it such weight 
as they might deem just. If his testimony was true, plainly he was not 
guilty, because, in that case, in no reasonable view of what he did, could 
it constitute the crime of larceny. - 

According to his account of what he did, he was wales in the woods 
with an intoxicated companion at the latter’ s request, and instead of 
stealing the property in question, he only sought to take care of it for 
the owner, who was not in a condition to take care of it himself. Truly 
such friendly acts, under such circumstances, could not be deemed 
larceny. 

It may be, that his testimony was not true, but it was for 
the jury to determine any question in that respect, and without (431) 
prejudice. 

The court made no allusion in its charge to the testimony of the de- 
fendant, although expressly: requested to do so. That it did not, 
tended to prejudice him before the jury, especially, as the charge directed 
their attention to the evidence of the State going to prove guilt. 

_ Granting that the charge, so far as it went, was correct, the court 
ought to have gone further, and directed the attention of the jury to that 
view of the evidence favorable te the defendant, certainly as he asked it 
to. do so. | | | 

When on the trial, the evidence is conflicting and presents the case in 
two or more distinct aspects, one or more of them favorable to one side, 
and one or more favorable to the other, the court, in applying the law, 
should direct the attention of the jury to such various aspects, more 
especially when called upon to do so. It might—oftentimes would— 
greatly and unjustly prejudice a party, if this were not done. It would 
be worse, if the court should direct the attention of the jury to the view 
favorable to one side, and not to that favorable to the other. Barley v. 
Pool, 18 Ired., 404; S. v. Cardwell, Bus., 245; S. v. Dunlap, 65 N. C., 
288; S. v. Matthews, 78 N. C., 523; 8. v. Grady, 83 N. C., 643. 

There is error. The defendant is entitled to another trial. To that 
end, let this opinion be certified to the Superior Court. It is so ordered. 

Hever, | Reversed. 


 Oited: 8S. v. Melton, 120 N. C., 597. 
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(482) 
STATE v. WILSON CROWDER. 


Removal of Crop—Evidence. 


1. The offense of removing a crop by a tenant before paying the rent and 
discharging all liens of the landlord on it, is not complete, unless the 
crop is removed without giving the five days notice, for if the notice is 
given, removing the crop is not an offense. 


2. The want of such notice may be proved by any competent evidence, and it 
is not necessary that it should be proved by the lanciord or his agent 
or assignee. . 


(S. v. Wilbourne, 87 N. C., 529; cited and approved.) 


_Inprorment for removing a crop, tried before Clark, J., and a jury, 
at January Term, 1887, of Anson Superior Court. 

‘There was a verdict of guilty, and the defendant appealed. The facts 
appear in the opinion. 


Attorney-General He the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Merrimon, J. The statute (THe Code, sec. 1759), in respect to “land- 
lord and tenant,” provides that, “Any lessee or cropper, or the assigns of 
elther, or any other person, who shall remove said crop, or any part 
thereof from such land, without the consent of the lessor or his assigns, 
and without giving him or his agent five days notice of such intended 
removal, and before satisfying all the liens held by the lessor or his 
assigns on said crop, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor; and if any land- 
lord shall unlawfully, wilfully, knowingly, and qathout process of law, 
and unjustly, seize the crop of his tenant, when there is nothing due ey | 
he shall be guilty of a misdemeanor.” — 

The offense thus prohibited i is not complete unless the lessee, or crop- 

per, or the assignee of either, or other person, removed the crop, 

(433) or a part of it, without giving the lessor or his assigns five days 

notice of such intended removal, and this essential fact must 

constitute part of the charge i in the indictment. The statute plainly so 
provides. 

It is not simply such removal without the consent of the igadee or his 
assigns and before satisfying all liens on the crop held by them, that 
constitutes the offense; this is not the offense prohibited—but it is this, 
done without giving five days notice to the lessor or his assigns or his 
agent, that constitutes it. 
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The purpose 1s to make it indictable to thus remove the crop or any 
part of it, without notice to the lessor or his assignee, and thus deprive 
him of just. opportunity to enforce his lien, and to that end, take such 
steps as need be taken to prevent such removal. If the notice is given, 
and the lessor or his assignee fails to enforce his lien and to take steps to 
prevent the removal, then it is not indictable to remove the crop. In 
that case, the inference would be, that the lessor or his aenignee assented 
to the removall or that he had no lien on the crop. 

The court instructed the jury, that the defendant “must pay for the 
rent and supplies, and he must give the five days notice. If he failed to 
do either of these things, he would be guilty.” In this there is error, 
for the reasons stated above. 

It was incumbent on the State to prove that the defendant did not 
give the five days notice as required, because that fact was an essential 
constituent element of the offense charged. 8. v. Wilbourne, 87 N. C., 
529. It was not, however, necessary to prove that fact by the lessor or 
his assignee; it might be proven by any competent evidence that would 
satisfy the jury that such notice had not been given. 

There is error, and the defendant is entitled to a new trial. To (434) 
that end, let this opinion be certified to the Superior Court 
seaoedine to law. It is so ordered. | 

Error. ae | | Reversed. 


Cited: S. v. Bell, 186 N. C., 675; 8. vu. Connor, 142 N. C., 704; 8. v. 
Harris, 161 N. C., 268; 8. v. Tohnson, 188 N. O., 594. 


STATE v. eae B. PEARSON, 
Illegal Voting—Pardon. 


1..The decision of the judges of election that a person is entitled to vote, is 
a complete defense to an indictment for illegal voting, although such 
person may not in fact be entitled to vote. 


2. Quere, whether a pardon will restore the right to vote to one who has 
been convicted of an infamous crime. 


(S. v. Boyett, 10 Ired., 336; S. v. Hart, 6 Jones, 389; cited and distinguished.) 


i veces tried herons Graves, J., anda jury, at March Term, 
1886, of Burke Superior Court. 
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_ The defendant is indicted under the statute (The Code, sec. 2709); 
for having unlawfully voted at the general election in November, 1884. 
He pleaded not guilty, and the jury rendered a special verdict, from — 
which it appears, that at Spring Term, 1882, of the Superior Court of 
the county of Burke, he was convicted of the crime of manslaughter— 
that at the time of the conviction he was only nineteen years of age— 
that subsequently, and before he attained his majority, the Governor — 
pardoned him for this offense, he having been sentenced to ten years 
imprisonment in the penitentiary; that after he came of age, and shortly 
before the general election for Governor, President and other officers, in 
1884, he had himself registered as a voter in Silver Creek Township, in 
| the county mentioned above; that on the Saturday next preceding 
(435) this election, when the registrar and judges of the election had 
assembled, as required by the statute (The Code, sec. 2677), to 

afford opportunity to those who wished to do so, to challenge voters, he 


was notified that on the registration book his name was marked “chal- | . 


lenged”’; that he appeared at once and told the judges “that if he had 
_ the right to vote, he wanted to vote, but if they decided he had not a 
- right to vote, he would not vote, as they were the ones to decide it”; that 
on the day of the election he appeared at the polling-place, and handed 
his ballot to the judges of the election; one of them called out his name 
and said, “registered and voted,” and his ballot was deposited in the 
ballot-box, and there was no challenge of his vote at that time. — 

The court being of opinion that upon the facts found by the special 
verdict he was not guilty, a verdict to that effect was entered, and there- 
upon there was judgment that the defendant be discharged, and go 
without day, from which the State appealed to this Court. — 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Merrimon, J., after stating the facts: The findings of the facts by the 
special verdict in some respects are not as definite and satisfactory as 
they should be; but we think that it sufficiently appears, that there was 
no question of the defendant’s right. to vote, except upon the ground 
that he had been convicted of the crime of manslaughter. As to that, he 
had been pardoned by the Governor. His right to vote had been chal- 
lenged. He at once appeared before the registrar and judges of the 
election, at the time and place as required by law, and frankly submitted 
to them the question of his right to vote, saying as he did so, if he “had 
the right to vote, he wanted to vote, but if they decided he had not a 

right to vote, he would not vote, as they were the ones to decide.” 
(436) It was the duty of the registrar and judges to hear and decide the 
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question. thus submitted. It does not appear affirmatively that they 
did deliver any formal decision and enter the same in a book or on 
paper—this was not necessary—it was sufficient if they decided. Their 
proceedings were summary and informal. The presumption is, they 
did decide. The registrar did not erase his name from the books, as he 
was required to do, if the challenge was sustained. The defendant was 
afterwards allowed to vote without question or further challenge, the 
same judges receiving his vote, and the registrar being present. It was 
their duty to challenge his vote on the day of election, if they had reason 
to believe or suspect that he was not qualified. 

. So that we think it sufficiently appears that the registrar and judges 
of election did decide that he had the right to vote. | 

This decision, however erroneous, if honestly made, and so acted upon 
by the defendant, gave him the right to vote in contemplation of the 
statute making it criminal to vote illegally, although the rightfulness of 
his vote might afterwards be questioned in any proper civil action or 
proceeding. While the decisions of the registrar and judges of election 
in respect to the qualifications of electors, are very important, and should 
be made upon vigilant inquiry, care, scrutiny and deliberation, they are 
not final and conclusive. They are intended to facilitate the right of the 
elector entitled to vote, and secure an honest and just election, subject to 
_ the authority of any proper jurisdiction, to inquire into and decide upon 
the lawfulness of any vote, or any number of. votes given. But their 
decision in favor of the right of a party to vote, in the absence of fraud 
and collusion, must have the effect of securing the voter immunity from 
criminal lability, if it should afterwards appear that he did not have 
the right to vote. It would be unjust and monstrous to establish a tri- 
~ bunal, charged with jurisdictional functions to decide questions 
that night arise as to the right of one claiming the right to vote (437) 
at an election, and in case of a decision in his favor, and he voted, 
to make laa amenable criminally and sani to prosecution! The 
statute does not so provide. 

It is not alleged or suggested that the registrar and judges of seation 
and the defendant acted in bad faith in this case, and the former having 
decided that the defendant had the right to vote as he did, he was not 
guilty of the offense charged against him. 

This renders it unnecessary for us to decide upon the legal effect of | 
the pardon mentioned im respect to the defendant’s eligibility as an 
elector, and we express no opinion in that respect. 

This case is unlike the cases of S. ». Boyett, 10 Ired., 336, and 8. v. 
Hart, 6 Jones, 389. In these cases, the judges of Slestion did not decide 
in favor of the right of the parties respectively to vote or at all—they 
voted in the absence of.any decision. The learned judges who delivered 
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the opinions of the Court in them, said, however, that if there had been 

a decision in favor of the right to vote, the defendants would not have 
been guilty. 

‘There is no error. Let this opinion be certified to ane Spacer Court 


according to law. It is so ordered. | A os 
No error. | | Affirmed. 


(438) 
STATE v. CHRISTOPHER A. BLAND. 


Manslaughter—Police Officer. 


The law does not clothe a police officer with authority to judge arbitrarily of 
the necessity of killing a prisoner to secure him, or of killing a person to 
prevent a rescue, and it must be left to the jury to pass on the necessity 
for such killing. 


(S. v. Stalcup, 2 Ired., 50; S. v. MoNineh, 90 N. C., 696; S. v. Ponacrwrese: 
2D. & B., 365; cited and approved.) 


Tuis was an indictment for manslaughter, tried before Merrimon, J., 
at January Term, 1887, of Prrr Superior Court. 

The defendant was charged with the felonious slaying of one John 
Cannon. 

There was no pbeaen to the admission of testimony, but the accused 
was a police officer of the town of Bell’s Ferry, and the evidence showed 
that the homicide was committed while in discharge of his duty as such, 
and the only point insisted upon was, that his Honor in his charge to the 
jury, failed to draw.a proper distinction between a homicide committed _ 
by an officer in the discharge of his duty in arresting and confining pris- | 
oners, and one committed by a private person. _ 

The evidence and charge of the court are set out at length in the 
record, but no exception is taken to the evidence, and the charge of his 
Honor complained of, sufficiently refers to it to render the exceptions 
intelligible, without reporting it here. 

After charging the jury that they must be satisfied Begeal a reason- 
_ able doubt that the death of the deceased was caused by the blow ad- 
mitted to have been inflicted by the prisoner, or they must acquit, he 
‘proceeds as follows: “If the jury shall be satisfied by the evidence, that 

the defendant was at the time a police officer of Bell’s Ferry, ad- 
(439) mitted to be an incorporated town, and that Tom Brooks was in 
said town at the time, engaged in a difficulty with a negro, or was 
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drunk and disorderly in the presence of the defendant, then the defend- 
ant not only had the right, but it was his duty to arrest him, without a 
_ warrant, and if he did arrest him under such circumstances, he had the 
right, and it was his duty, to keep him in custody, and to this end to 
commit him to the place of confinement used by the town, until he could 
conveniently be carried before the mayor of the town; and if while he 
had him under arrest, the deceased attempted to rescue him, or to pre- 
vent the defendant from using the necessary means to keep him in 
custody until such time as he might conveniently take him before the 
mayor for trial, and if in order to keep Brooks in custody and prevent 
his rescue by deceased, it was necessary for the defendant to strike the 
deceased with the “billy,” and defendant in striking the blow used no 
more foree than was necessary (and in estimating the necessary force 
in this view of the case, the jury need not be very nice, or as is some-_ 
times said, weigh in gold scales), the defendant will -be justified or ex- 
cused, and the jury will return a verdict of not guilty. But when the 
defendant arrested Brooks, it was his duty to carry him before the mayor 
for trial as soon as he conveniently might, and if he could have done so, 
Immediately, and Brooks at the time was not too much intoxicated, but 
in a condition to be tried by the mayor, then the defendant had no right 
to carry him to the place of confinement used by the town, and unless 
defendant acted honestly according to his sense of right, and not under 
a pretext of duty in starting with Brooks to such place, if he struck the 
deceased the fatal blow to prevent the deceased from defeating his, de- 
fendant’s, purpose, to carry Brooks to such place of custody, he would be 
guilty of manslaughter. 

“In any view of the case, the jury must be satisfied from the (440) 
testimony, that it was absolutely necessary for the defendant to 
strike the deceased, for it is necessity that distinguishes between man- 
slaughter and excusable homicide, and it is for the jury to say from the 
testimony, whether the defendant acted honestly, and not under a pre- 
text of duty, in starting with Brooks to a pate of confinement used | By | 
the town, instead of to the mayor. 

“Tf at the time the defendant struck the deceased, the deceased was 
coming at him with a stick drawn upon him, and defendant had reason 
to believe, and did believe, he was in danger of losing his life, or suffer- 
ing great bodily harm at the hands of the deceased, and struck because it 
was necessary for him to so protect his life or himself from enormous 
bodily harm, and there was no other way of saving his life or avoiding 
such harm, he would be justified. But in this view of the case, the jury 
must be satisfied from the testimony, that unless the defendant had 
struck the deceased, he, the defendant, was in imminent and manifest 
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danger of losing his life, or suffering enormous bodily harm, or that he 
had reasonable grounds to believe, and did believe, that he was in such 
danger. eee ee oe oe 

“In order to enable the jury to form a correct judgment whether the 
defendant at the time was in such danger or not, they may, as far as 
possible from the testimony, place themselves in the defendant’s situa- 
' tion, surrounded with the appearances of danger, if there were such 
appearances, with the same degree of knowledge of the deceased’s prob- 
able purpose which the defendant possessed, if he possessed such knowl- . 
edge. | | 
“The jury are to judge of the reasonableness of the defendant’s appre- 

hension of danger, from the testimony, and must be satisfied that they 

were well grounded. . . . The defendant insists that he was a duly 
appointed and sworn officer, and that as such officer he had the right to 
arrest Brooks without a warrant, because he was in defendant’s 
(441) view, disorderly, cursing and swearing, in violation of an ordi- 
| nance of the town. He insists that he did arrest Brooks, and had 
him lawfully in custody, and when he had him so arrested and in cus- 
tody, the deceased, armed with a stick, attempted to rescue him, and to 
prevent the rescue, it was necessary for him to strike the deceased with. 
the “billy,” and that he did strike him, because it was necessary for him 
to do so. If you are satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt from the evi- 
dence, that the blow caused the death of the deceased, then, unless you 
are satisfied fromm the testimony, that it was necessary to prevent the 
deceased from rescuing Brooks, to strike the blow, you will find the 
defendant guilty, unless he struck the blow in self-defense. — 

“Tf the defendant was.a policeman of the town, as he insists he was, 
the law clothed him with the same authority to make arrests within the 
town, as is vested in a sheriff, and if he could have kept Brooke in 
custody and prevented deceased from rescuing him without striking, it 
was his duty to do so. Were there by-standers? If so, he had authority 
to call them to his aid, and if by doing so he could have avoided striking ~ 
the deceased, he should have done so, and if he failed to do so, he was 
not justified in striking the deceased, and it will be your duty to return 
a verdict of guilty; but if the situation. was such that he could not rea- 
sonably and conveniently procure assistance, then he had a right to use 
such force as was necessary under the circumstances, to secure Brooks, 
and if in the due exercise of that right he struck deceased, he was justi- 
fied.” 

There was a verdict of guilty, and from the judgment the defendant 
appealed. a : : 


Attorney-General for the State. 
Thos. M. Argo for defendant. 
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Davis, J., after stating the facts: We have set out the charge (442) 
of his Honor fully, because it was insisted by the counsel for the 
defendant, that being a policeman, clothed with the authority to arrest 
and Aevan the person violating the ordinance of the town of Bell’s 
Ferry, he was the sole judge of the propriety and necessity of carrying 
him to the place of confinement, and of the necessity of using force to 
prevent his rescue, and of the extent to which it was necessary, and that 
the charge of his Honor failed to present to the jury a proper distinction 
between a homicide committed by a private individual, and one com- 
mitted by an officer thus clothed with the authority, fd charged with — 
the duty of arresting and detaining violators of the law, and invested 
with the rights, within their discretion, to judge of _ necessity and of 
the mode of confining such violators. 

‘Upon a careful review of his Honor’s charge, we are unable to dis- 
cover any error of the nature complained of, and altogether it presents 
to the jury the rights and authority of the defendant as an officer, and 
the extent of his power, in as just and favorable light as he was en- 
titled to. 

The case of 8. v. Stalcup, 2 Ired., 50, was relied on by. the defendant. 
In that case it was held, that the officer was justified in tying a prisoner, 
when it was necessary to secure him, and of the necessity of adopting 
that mode of securing him, the officer was the judge, but in that case 
Judge Gaston said: “He (the officer) will be liable, although he does not 
transcend his powers, if he grossly abuse them, and whether he did or 
not so abuse them, was the proper inquiry to be submitted to the jury. 
Upon this inquiry, we hold that the instructions should have been . . . 
that there was an abuse of authority, if the facts testified to convinced 
the jury that the officer did not act honestly in the performance of duty 
according to his sense of right, but under the pretext of duty, was grati- 
fying his malice, but if they were not so convinced, he did not abuse his 
authority.” 

Stalcup was a constable, and sudiatad for an assault and bat- (443) 
tery upon the prosecutor, whom he had tied as a mode of secur- 
ing him, and of the necessity of adopting that mode he was the judge; 
but it was for the jury to say from the evidence, whether he was acting 
honestly and from a sense of duty, or under a pretext of duty. The law 
does not clothe an officer. with the authority to judge arbitrarily of the 
necessity of killing a prisoner to secure him, or of killing a person to 
prevent a rescue of a prisoner. He cannot kill unless there is a necessity 
for it, and the jury must determine from the testimony, the existence or — 
absence of the necessity. They must judge of the reasonableness of the 
grounds upon which the officer acted, and the charge of. his Honor is 
fully warranted by the cases of S. v. Stalcup, supra; S. v. McNinch, 
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90 N. C., 696; and S. v. Pendergrass, 2D. & B., 365; and is a full and 
clear statement of the law as applicable to the several phases of the 
testimony in the case. : 

There is no error. Let this be certified. 

No error. : 7 | Affirmed. 


Cited: 8. i, Pugh, 101 N. C., 740; 8. v. McMahan, 103 N. C., 382; 
S. v. Rollons, 113 N. C., 788, 55-8. v. Summons, 192 N. C., 696. 


STATE v. W. K. BALLARD, 


Evidence—Collateral Matters—Contradscting Witness—Larceny 
of Growing Crops—Indictment. 


1. While as a general rule the answer of a witness on cross-examination to 
. questions about collateral matters is conclusive, the rule does not apply to 
questions in regard to matters which, although collateral, tend to show 
the temper, disposition and conduct of the witness in relation to the 
cause or parties. . 

2. Where the cross-examination, instead of being general, descends to particu- 
lars, the party is bound by the answer to collateral matters, even when 
they go to show the witness’s temper and conduct in relation to the cause 
or parties. 

8. An indictment for the larceny of growing crops need not allege that the 
crops were cultivated for food or market, unless the larceny charged was 
that of some fruit or vegetable cultivated for food or market, not specifi- 
cally mentioned in the statute. 

(S. v. Patterson, 2 Ired., 346; 8S. v. Roberts, 81 N. C., 606; 8. v. Glisson, 93 
N. C., 510; Clark v. Clark, 65 N. C., 661; 8S. v. Liles, 738 N. C., 496; S. v. 
Bragg, 86 N. C., 690; 8. v. Thompson, 93 N. C., 538; cited and approved.) 


(444) Turs was an indictment for larceny of growing crops, tried 
before Gilmer, J., at September Term, 1886, of Anson Superior 
Court. 

The indictment charged that the defendant, “one peck of corn, of the » 
value of six pence, the property of A. B. Whecless. tien: and there 
standing and remaining ungathered in a certain field of the said A. B. 
Wheeless, there situated, feloniously did steal, take and carry away,” etc. 

Robert A. Carter, a witness for the State, testified that he had em- . 
ployed three members of the bar to assist the solicitor in the trial, and 
that he had paid them for their services; that he had no interest in the 
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property silswea to have been stolen by the defendant, and that the. 
owner of the aurere stolen property had declined to prosecute this 
indictment. 

He was asked by defeated: souneel: if he had not gone to the de- 
fendant’s house, about the time the indictment was found, carrying with 
him a double barrel shot gun, and finding that the defendant was not at 
| home, if he had not said to the defendant’s wife, that if Ballard (mean- 
ing to include the defendant), did not get off from the land they were 
then on, he would put them all in jail? In answer to this question, he 


said he did go to the defendant’s house with the shot gun, and finding _ 


the defendant absent from his house, he left a message with the defend- 
_ ant’s wife, which was as follows: 

“Tell your husband (meaning the defendant), he must get off the 
land which I claim and he now holds.” He further stated that — 
the land claimed was then in suit between the witness ( Carter) (445) 
and W. K. Ballard. i 

The wife of the defendant was a put upon the stand, in behalf of 
the defendant, and in the course of her testimony she was asked: “Did 
R. A. Carter come to the house of your husband, with a double barrel 
shot gun, and finding your husband away from home, say to you: ‘that 
if the Ballards, meaning the defendant and his father, did not get off 
from the land the defendant was then on, being the land then in suit 
between him and the defendant, he would put them in jail?’ ” 

The solicitor objected to the question and the answer thereto. The 
objection was sustained by the court, and the defendant excepted. There 
was a verdict of guilty. Motion for a new trial. Motion overruled. | 

The defendant then moved in arrest of judgment, upon the ground 
that the indictment omitted the words “cultivated for food or market,” 
which he insisted, constituted a material part of the offense. 

This was overruled, and judgment was pronounced, from which the 
defendant appealed to this Court. : 


Attorney-General for the State. 
al 0 counsel for defendant. 


Davis J., after stating the facts; The first exception 1s based upon the 
rejection of the testimony of the defendant’s wife, to controvert the 
statement of the witness Carter. 
| It has been well settled in this State, since the case of 8S. v. Pit, 

2 Ired., 346, that while the rule has been to regard the answers of wit- 
nesses on. prose aaaa as conclusive in reply to collateral questions, 
yet the rule does not apply “as to matters, which although collateral, 
tend to show the temper, disposition and conduct of the witness in rela- 
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tion to the cause or the parties.” His answers as to these mat- 
(446) ters may be contradicted. &. v. Roberts, 81 N. C,, 606; 8. v. 
Glisson, 93 N. C., 510; 1 Greenleaf, sec. 449. 

In this case, the temper, disposition and conduet of the witness Carter 
were sufficiently apparent from his words and acts, and as was said by 
Pearson, C. J., in Clark v. Clark, 65 N. C., 661, “When the cross- 
examination, instead of being general, descends to particulars, then the | 
party is bound by the answer, and cannot be allowed to go into evidence 
aliunde, in order to contradict the witness, for it would result in an 
interminable series of contradictions in regard to matters collateral, and 
thus lead off the mind of the jury from the matter at issue.” 

We think there was no error in excluding the testimony of defendant’s 
wife in the particular excepted to. 

The motion in arrest of judgment was properly disallowed. 

The Code, section 1069, declares that “if any person shall steal or 
feloniously take and carry, away any maise, corn, wheat, rice or other 
grain, or any cotton, tobacco, potatoes, peanuts, pulse, or any fruit, 
vegetable or other product cultivated for food or market, growing, stand- 
ing, or remaining ungathered, in any field or ground, he shall be guilty 
of larceny and punished accordingly.” 

It is manifest, not only from a fair and proper construction of the 
language of the statute, but from the course of legislation upon the 
subject, that the qualifying words, “cultivated for food or market,” 
apply and are limited to “any fruit, vegetable, or other product,” and 
do not apply to the several articles specifically named in the statute. At 
common law, growing crops were not the subject of larceny. The first 
statute upon the subject was in the Acts of 1811, incorporated in the 
Rev. Stat., ch. 34, sec. 24, and made the stealing of specific crops therein 
named larceny. This was brought forward in the Rev. Code, chap. 34, 
sec. 21, and the qualifying words, “cultivated for food or market.” The 
taking of figs, watermelons, blackberries, or other fruits or 
(447) vegetables, unless cultivated for food or market, would not be 
larceny, and as to such products the qualifying words of the 
statute constitute a material and necessary part of the descriptions, but 
they are not necessary as to the articles specifically named in the statute. 
S. v. Lales, 78 N. C., 496; S. v. Bragg, 86 N. C., 690; 8. v. Thompson, 
(93 N. C., 538. | 
_ There is no error. Let. this be certified. | 3 | _ 
No error. | 7 oo | Affirmed. 


Cited: 8. v. Williams, 117 N. C., 164; Burnett v. R. R., 120 N. C., 519. 
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STATE y. WILLIAM ELLIS. 
Ewdence—Confessions. 


1. A defendant in a criminal matter can only be examined as a witness by 
his own request, but if he does make the request and is examined, his 
statements can be used as evidence against him. 


2. Where .a prisoner made certain confessions which were induced by hope, 
and therefore inadmissible, but a day or so after, upon his examination 
before a committing magistrate, he asked to be examined as a witness on 
his own behalf, when he admitted that he had made the confessions, but 
said that they were not true; [¢ was held, that his evidence given before 
the magistrate was admissible against him, and it was for the jury to 
say whether they believed the confession, or that part of his evidence de- 
,claring that the confessions were not true. 


(S. ». Roberts, 1 Dev., 259; 8. v. Whitfield, 70 N. C., 536; S. v. Lawhorn, 
N. C., 688; S. v. Bfer, 855 N. C., pets cited and approved.) _ 


Tus was a criminal action, fried before Graves, J., at Fall Term, 
1886,.of Lincotn Superior Court. 

The defendant was indicted for larceny of money, the property of one 
W. C. Putman. It was in evidence, that in August, 1886, the 
defendant was a servant in a hotel in the town of Tesla (448) 
and was discharged from service on the morning of the day on 
which the money was taken from the trunk of Putman, in the hotel, In 
a few days after, he was arrested in Spartanburg, South Carolina, and 
imprisoned. While he was in prison in that State (and in the presence 
of an officer from Lincolnton, who had gone after him), he was told by 
the officer in whose charge he was that he had better confess to the steal- 
ing, and compromise it when he returned to Lincolnton, and he would 
be released. On this representation, the prisoner confessed the crime 
when he got to Lincolnton on the next day, to Putman, who had lost 
the money, and proposed to compromise it with him. This confession 
was objected to by counsel for the prisoner and ruled out. | 

On the same day, after this confession, the prisoner was amoiened 
before a justice of the peace, who was offered as a witness on the trial, to 
prove the admissions and confessions of the prisoner while on trial 
before him. This was objected to but admitted by the court, and the 
defendant excepted. The magistrate stated that the prisoner was sworn 
at his own request, before him, on the trial, after having been properly 
cautioned; that the prisoner stated that he had made the confession to 
W. C. Putman, under the belief that he could compromise it, and that 
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he would be released, as advised by the jailer in South Carolina, but | 
that he had not stolen the money: There was a verdict of guilty, judg- 
ment and appeal. | | 


Attorney-General for the State. 
J. F. Hoke for defendant. . 


Davis, J., after stating the facts: The objection to the admission of 
the confession, made upon the suggestion of the jailer in South Carolina 
was sustained, and it is insisted by counsel for the defendant that the 

statement made on the trial before the magistrate was made 
(449) under the continuing inducement that prompted the first con- 

fession, and ought to be excluded. It will be observed that the 
confession was made the day after the suggestion made to the prisoner 
in South Carolina. In the case of S. v. Roberts, 1 Dev., 259, Hender- 
son, J., said: “But, it is said, and said with truth, ae confessions 
induced by hope, or extorted by fear, are, of all kinds of evidence, the 
least to be relied on, and are therefore to be entirely rejected.” In the 
same case, Taylor, C. J., in speaking of the admissibility of confessions 
made two or three days after the confession made under duress, and 
therefore excluded, said, “before it (the latter confession) is admitted, 
the court ought to be thoroughly satisfied that it was voluntary.” “It 
is,” says Pearson, C. J., in- the case of S. v. Whitfield, 70 N. C., 356, 
“contrary to the genius of our free institutions, that any admissions of 
a party should be heard as evidence against him, unless made volun- 
tarily.” In the case of 8S. v. Lawhorn, 66 N. C., 638, relied on by the 
defendant’s counsel, the first confession made by the accused having 
been induced by hopes held out to him, the same confession made some 
time after to the same party was presumed to have resulted from the 
same motive, and was excluded. Confessions, made under such circum- 
stances, are excluded, upon the ground that they are not voluntary, but 
uf voluntarily made, even while under arrest, they are competent. The 
law now allows the accused to testify in his own behalf; he cannot be 
made to testify—he may offer himself as a witness in his own behalf, and 
if he does so, it is voluntary, and must be, “at his own request, but not 
otherwise.” The record states that the defendant was sworn at his own — 
request, and it is difficult to conceive how his statements, made under 
oath, could be excluded, upon the idea that they were not voluntary. 
In 8. v. Efler, 85 N. C., 587, Ruffin, J., says: “In declaring him to be a 
competent witness, we understand the. statute to mean, that he, shall 

occupy the sae position as any other witness, be "under the same 
(450) obligations to tell the truth, entitled to the same privileges, receive 

the same protetion, and equally liable to be Mapes chet or dis- 
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But admitting the declarations made by the prisoner as a witness in 
his own behalf before the magistrate, to be competent, it is insisted that 
the witness stated that he had not stolen the mney and. the whole state- 
ment must be taken. 

The jury must consider all that was said by the witness, but they may 
believe a part, and disbelieve a part—they are not obliged to believe it 
all. They may believe that part which charges the prisoner, and dis- 
believe that which is in his favor, if they are satisfied that one is true 
and the other not. 

It must be borne in mind that the statement made by the defendant 
was not under the examination provided for in section 1145, et seq., of 
The Code, for “such examination shall not’ be on oath,” but it was upon 
his examination as a witness sworn “at his own request,” as allowed by 
section 1353 of The Code, and we can see no reason why a statement 
thus voluntarily made should be excluded. 

There is no error. Let this be certified. 

No error. | Affirmed. 


Cited: 8. v. Spurling, 118 N. C., 1252; “8.0. Simpson, 133 N. C.,, eT: 
S. v. Fox, 197 N. C., 487. 


STATE vy. JAMES H. MILLER. 
Appeal, 


Where in a criminal proceeding, the prisoner appealed from the judgment, 
which was affirmed by the Supreme Court, and upon receiving the certifi- 
cate the judge of the Superior Court passed the same sentence which had 
before been imposed, from which the defendant again appealed, but with- 
out assigning any error or showing any new facts, the appeal will be 

dismissed. 


(8. v. Speaks, 95 N. C., 689; cited and aepeoreds 


Leorormunr, heard by Philips, J., at J uly Criminal Term, (451) 
1886, of Waxes Superior Court. 
‘The facts appear in the opinion. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
Sohn Gatling, i. C. Smith, T. C. Fuller and George H. Snow for de- 
fendant. 
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_ Smrru, C. J. Upon the hearing of the appeal from the judgment ren- 
dered against the defendant, at February Term, 1886, it was declared 
there was no error. Upon receiving the certificate of the decision in this 
Court, the presiding judge of the Superior Court pronounced the same 
sentence, and the defendant again undertook to appeal, and the tran- 
_seript of the record sent up contains no assignment of error, but certain 
testimony is transmitted, upon which no action was had, other than the 
rendition of judgment. The case is not distinguished from that of S. v. 
Speaks, 95 N. C., 689, and the same disposition must be made of the 
appeal by dismissing it. So ordered. 
Dismissed. 


STATE y. JAMES H. MILLER. 
Insolvent Debtor—-Costs—Habeas Corpus. 


1. The application of an insolvent confined for the nonpayment of costs, is a 
proceeding in the cause in which he was convicted, and should be made by 
petition to the court wherein the judgment against him was entered. 


2. If in such case, the clerk should refuse to allow the prisoner to take the 
oath, the remedy is by an appeal to the judge holding the courts of that 
district, and it is intimated that it is irregular for the judge of an adjoin- 
ing district to release the prisoner on a writ of habeas corpus. 


3. Where, in such case, the prisoner has been released by the writ of habeas 
corpus, if he has complied with all the conditions of the statute, this 
Court will not reverse the judgment. 


4, The State has no appeal from a judgment releasing a prisoner in a habeas 
corpus. 


(Gatling v. Walton, 1 Winst., 333 : Musgrove V. Kornegay, 7 Jone 71; cited 
and approved.) 


(452)  Apprication for a writ of habeas corpus, heard before Gud- 
ger, J., at Chambers, in Warrenton, on 24 September, 1886. 

After the defendant’s appeal to the Supreme Court was adversely de- 
cided, 94 N. C., 904, and the certificate received at July Term of Wake 
Superior Court, the same judgment as before was pronounced, and the 
same punishment imposed for his offense. He has undergone the full 
term of imprisonment, and desiring to take the benefit of the act for 
the imprisonment of debtors, and intending to remain in imprisonment 
for the space of 20 days in order thereto, The Code, sec. 2967, he gave 
notice thereof to the sheriff, that he would at the ‘expiration of the time 
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make application to the court to take the required oath. This he was 
prevented from doing, and instead of continuing in prison, was trans- 
ferred to the custody of the superintendent of the workhouse by direc- 
tion of the county commissioners and there kept at hard labor until the 
20 days had passed. Thereupon he made his application to the clerk for 
permission to file his schedule, surrender his property, and take the 
required oath, in order to be discharged from custody, and being refused, 
_ he sued out a writ of habeas corpus before a judge holding a court in 
an adjoining district, instead of bringing the ruling of the clerk for 
review before the iudge then exercising the ee in the district 
to which the county belongs. __ 

Upon the hearing and upon the facts briefly stated, it was adjudged 
that the clerk proceed to administer the oath, upon the prisoner’s: com- 
plying with the requirements of the statute; that he appoint a 
trustee to take charge of the property girvondered. and dispose (453) 
of the same in the manner pointed out in the order, and that 
upon taking such oath, the prisoner be discharged from further confine- 
ment, From this judgment the State appealed. ; | 


Attorney-General and R. H. Battle for the State. 
T. C. Fuller, H.C. Smath and John Gatling for defendant. 


Smita, C. J., after stating the facts: We are advised that the man- 
date has been obeyed, and the prisoner released, so that no practical - 
purpose is to be subserved in prosecuting the appeal, whatever may be 
our opinion as to the action of the judge in his summary intervention 


- in the case. 


. It is certainly a singular method, to say the least, of acquiring juris- 
- diction and directing proceedings init in a case depending in another 
court not of his district, by the issue of the present writ. The obvious 
course would be suggested to earry up to the jurisdictional judge the 
alleged denial by the clerk of the prisoner’s eae to a discharge, by 
whom his error may be corrected, and the prisoner’ s demand sustained. 

The statute (The Code, sec. 2968) is explicit in requiring an im- 
_prisoned debtor to apply by petition “to the court wherein the judgment 
against him was entered,’ and as this is action in the cause, it must be 
construed as a proceeding therein. This is plainly the only logéil course 
to be pursued iti obtaining relief, 

While, however, the prisoner’s enlargement was brought. about by a 
coercion, through an unauthorized order, it is nevertheless a fact accom- 
plished, and the clerk has done, while not using his own judgment, what 
he had a right and it was his duty to do in a case where all the condi- 
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tions of the law are observed, and the correctness of his action, 

ao) assuming it to be free, is not ‘presented 3 in the present record. 
Moreover, we find no precedent for an appeal from the decision 
of the judge acting under such a writ and in such a case, 7 | 

The prisoner was under a final sentence, and his exoneration from re- 
straint was sought under an act evidently not contemplating a remedy 
in this way; The Code, sec. 1646. Proceedings under the writ of habeas 
corpus, which have for their principal object a release of a party from 
illegal restraint, must necessarily be summary and prompt to be useful, 
and if action could be arrested by an appeal, would lose many of their 
most beneficial results. In case where the writ was resorted to for the 
purpose of determining the custody of minor children, and these became 
substantially controversies between conflicting claimants, the right of 
appeal is given by act of 15 February, 1859, Acts 1858-59, chapter 53, 
and this enactment is transformed into section 1662 of The Code. 

It is a significant indication of the legislative intent in giving an ap- 
peal in this case only, not to recognize it in other cases. The right to 
review by means of the writ of certvorari in a class of cases of which 
cognizance is acquired, but to which ours does not belong, is maintained 
by the Court in Gatling v. Walton, 1 Winston, 333, but we find no in- 
stance of jurisdiction obtained by an appeal. | 
It has been exercised under the enabling act; Musgrove v. Kornegay, 

7 Jones, 71. While, then, we cannot sustain the illegal course taken by 
the judge in interposing for the prisoner’s relief, the appeal by the 
State is not within the provision of section 1987, and for the other 
reasons stated cannot be entertained. Dismissed. 


Cited: 8S. v.. Herndon, 107 N. C., 935; In re Williams, 149 N. ©., 
437; Stokes v. Cogdell, 153 N. C., 182; In re Holley, 154 N. a 166; 
In the matter of Wiggins, 165 N. C. 458. 


~ 


(455) | 
STATE yv. ISAAC WILLIAMS. 


Penalties—Repealing Statutes. 


1. Under the provisions of section 3764 of The Code, a suit for a forfeiture or 
penalty is not discontinued by a repeal of the statute giving the penalty. 
2. The repeal of a statute pending a prosecution for an offense which it 
creates, arrests the prosecution and withdraws all auton to pronounce | 
judgment even after conviction. , 
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3. So, where the defendant was indicted for retailing spirituous liquors within 
five miles of a certain church, and pending the prosecution the act was — 
repealed, and a new act passed limiting the distance eo two miles, the 
judgment was arrested. 


(Governor v. Howard, 1 Murph., 465; 8S. v. Cress, 4 Jones, 421: S. v. Nutt, 
Phil., 20; 8S. v. Long, 18 N. C., 571; cited and approved.) 


Inproremer, ip before Gilmer, J., and a | jury, at September Term, 
1886, of Ricumonp Superior Court. 

The defendant is charged with selling spirituous liquor to one Nathan 
Thomas, within five miles of Bethel Church, in the county of Richmond, 
in violation of section 5, chapter 234, of the acts passed at the session 
of the General Assembly held in 1881, and upon his trial was found 
guilty, and adjudged to pay a fine of five dollars, at Fall Term, 1886. 

From this judgment he appeals to this Court. 


Attorney-General for the State. ay 
PP. D. Walker and Tillett (A. Burwell was with them on the pales, ), 
for defendant. 


Smiru, C. J. The section declares, “that the sale of ane liquors 
shall be prohibited within five miles of the following places, to wit,” 
designating among other places, “Bethel, Silver Grove, Holly Grove, and 
Carthages Creek churches in Richmond County. 

At the late session, this statute, as affecting the locality of (456) 
Bethel ‘Church, was. repealed, and an enactment that went into _ 
operation on v March, 1887, was substituted, which, among other pro- 
visions, narrowed the limits of the prohibited territory to the distance of | 
two miles from that church, and made the sale of spirituous liquors 
therein an indictable offense. So that it is not criminal to do now what 
was done before the repeal and whereof he is convicted, and no sentence 
upon such a finding can be pronounced. The act punished must be 
criminal when judgment is demanded, and authority to render it must 
still reside in the court. The recent statute has no saving clause, con- 
_tinuing it in force until pending prosecutions are ended, and in with- 
drawing the power, the act arrests all further action in the matter. 

We are not without authority in past adjudications of the court. 

In Governor v. Howard, 1 Murph., 465, the repeal of an act im- 
‘posing a penalty was held to put an end to a suit instituted for its 
recovery. It is otherwise now in respect to suits for forfeitures, which 
proceed as if not repealed under the general law. The Code, sec. 3764. 

That such is the effect of a repeal of a statute making criminal an act 
which was not so before, upon a pending prosecution, is expressly decided 
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in S. v. Cress, 4 Jones, 421; 8S. v. Nutt, Phil., 20, and &. v. Long, 78 
N. C., 571. The enactments referred to in the case last mentioned, were 
modifications of the first, and the last expressly repeats the provisions 
found in the two former, but not more effectually than does the clause in 
that under review, which repeals all laws inconsistent with it. “It is well 
settled,” says the Court in S. v. Long, “that the repeal of a statute pend- 
ing a prosecution for an offense created under it, arrests the proceedings, 
and withdraws all authority to pronounce judgment even after con- 
viction” ; and it is equally clear that no aid can be derived from the last 
enactment, which is necessarily prospective only in its operation, 
(457) and under the Constitution cannot apply to antecedent acts. 
The judgment must be arrested, to which end let this be 
certified. | 
Judgment arrested. 


Cited: 8. v. Masses, 103 N. C., 359; S. vo. Biggers, 108 N. C., 764; 
S.v. Coley, 114 N. C., 883; S. v. Pons 141 N. C., 808. 


STATE v. W. H. HARGRAVE. 
Evidence, 


1. Hearsay evidence is inadmissible, except when the bodily or mental feelings 
or condition of an individual are material, when the usual expression of 
such feelings are admissible, although hearsay. 


_ 2. Where the defendant was indicted for stealing a horse, the hearsay declara- 
tions of a party that a horse in the possession of a witness was the horse 
of the prosecutor, are inadmissible. 


(Wallace v. McIntosh, 4 Jones, 434; 8. v. Harris, 68 N. C., 1; cited and ap- 
proved.) 


Tuis was an indictment for larceny, tried before Boykin, J., at. 
September Term, 1886, of Davipson Superior Court. 

The defendant was charged with stealing a bay mare, the property 
of W. P. Brown, and the following is the case on appeal: 

“There was evidence that immediately after the larceny, the owner’s 
son was sent in search of the stolen mare by his father. The mare was 
found in Tazewell County, Virginia, in the possession of one Buchanan, 
who had testified that he obtained the mare from the defendant. The 
defendant denied that the mare he traded to Buchanan was the property 
of Brown, the person in whom the property was laid in the bill. The 
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State insisted that the mare was the property of Brown, and that (458) 
the defendant knew it, having been heard to admit as much on a 
certain occasion. The State was permitted to prove, under objection 
of .the defendant, that upon seeing the mare in the possession of 
Buchanan, in Virginia, the owner’s son exclaimed: aie a 
mare!’ as tending to establish the identity of the mare.’ 

There was a verdict of guilty, and ieee from which the defend- 
ant appealed | 


Attorney-General for the State. 
M. H. Pinnix and Frank Hobbins for defendant, 


Davis, Jd., after stwtiny the facts: There was error in admitting the 
exclamation, which was but the declaration of a person who was not 
put upon the stand as a witness, who was not sworn, and whom the 
accused had no opportunity to cross-examine. Every person accused of a 
crime has a right to confront the accusers and witnesses against him, 
and there is no surer safeguard thrown around the person of the citizen: 
than this guarantee contained in the Declaration of Rights. We are 
unable to perceive any ground upon which the exclamation, “that’s 
father’s mare,” can be admitted as evidence against the accused, to show 
the identity of the mare. If any number of persons of the most un- 
doubted credit had seen the mare in the State of Virginia, in the posses- 
sion of Buchanan, and had made affidavits as to its identity as the - 
_ property of W. P. Brown, they would have been inadmissible as evi- 
dence; certainly the exclamation of the son would be equally as inad- 
faiseible. It can come under no one of the classes of exceptions to the 
general rule of evidence that excludes hearsay. 

Whenever the bodily or mental feelings or condition of an individual 
are material to be proved, the usua] expression of such feelings are 
admissible as original evidence, and the authorities relied upon by the 
counsel for the State are of this class; Wallace v. McIntosh, 

4 Jones, 434; 8. v. Harris, 68 N. C., 1; 1 Greenleaf Ev., secs. (459) 
102, 194, 125, 162. 

| There is error, and the prisoner is entitled to a new trial. Let this 
be certified, and a ventre de novo awarded. — 

Hrror. | ~ Reversed. 


Cited: ‘Sheweall v. Tel. Co., 117 N. on 363; S. v. Martin, 173 N. C., 
809; 8. v. Jeffreys, 192 N. C., 320. 
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STATE v. JOHN BETHEL. 
Receiving Stolen Goods—Evidence. 


1. Since the statute allows the defendant to become a witness | in his own 
behalf, he can testify as to any rah which it would be competent to prove 
by any other witness. 


as When the charge is knowingly receiving stolen goods, the defendant has the 
right to prove by himself from whom he received them, and under what 
circumstances, and what conversation took place at that time, in reference 
to the goods, between himself and the party from whom he received them. 
Such conversation forms part of the res gest@, and is therefore admissible. | 


(8. v. Howell, 84 N. C., 461; 8. v. Anderson, 92 N. C., 732; cited and approved.) 


InpictMEnt for larceny and receiving stolen goods, tried before Clark, 
J., at February Term, 1886, of Guirrorp Superior Court. : 

The appellant and John Harris were indicted in a first count for the 
larceny of one peck of chestnuts, and in a second count for receiving 
_the same knowing them to have bean stolen. 

On the trial—the appellant alone was on trial—he was examined 
as a witness in his own behalf. In the course of his examination, 

among other things, he said he “was at home when Harris came 
(460) (this was in the night time) ; he went out to the gate and Harris 
came in and left the chestnuts.” The defendant’s counsel here 

offered to prove the conversation had between Harris and Bethel at the 
time, to show that Bethel knew nothing of the goods having been 
stolen, as being part of the res geste. 

The conversation offered was as follows, to wit: That when John 
Harris came to his house that night and he went to the gate to see him, 
Harris said that he had some chestnuts which he wanted Bethel to sell; 
that he asked Harris where he got the chestnuts; Harris replied, I Bot 
them from a partner of mine, John Branch, and we want them sold; 
he said to Bethel, that I will divide profits with you; that Harris then 
brought the chestnuts in, and they changed the chestnuts to a good 
sack, as they were spilling out of the sack they were in through a hole. 
The court excluded this proposed testimony, and this is assigned as 
error. 

There was a verdict of guilty of receiving, and judgment for the State, 
from which the defendant appealed to this Court. 7 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Mrrnimon, J., after stating the facta: The statute gave the defendant 
the right to be a witness in his own behalf, and as such he was com- - 
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petent to testify as to any pertinent material facts, just as any ouher 
witness might do. 
_ The substance of the charge against him was, that he had knowingly 
and illicitly received the stolen chestnuts. How he got them, was a 
material inquiry, and he had the right to show by himself, as well as 
other witnesses, that he got them honestly—where, from whom, how, 
under what circumstances, and what was done and said at the time, 
and in connection with the receipt of them, by himself and the person 
from whom he received them. What was thus said was explan- 
atory—part of the res geste. In the ordinary course of human (461) 
conduct, the words expressed at the time an act is done in connec- 
tion with, and in respect to it, indicate its character and purpose. They 
are evidence of the purpose. Of course, if it appears that what was said, 
was said with the distinct intent to mislead, it would not be evidence. 
In Roscoe’s Cr. Ev., 24 (4 Am. Ed.), it is said that, “On a charge of 
larceny, when the proof against the prisoner is, that the stolen property 
was found in his possession, it would be competent to show in behalf of 
the prisoner, that a third person left the property in his care, saying 
that he would call for it again afterwards; for it is material in such 
case to inquire under what circumstances the prisoner first had ‘pos- _ 
session of the property.” (1 Phil. Ev., 233, 7th Ed.) And so in this 
case, it was competent for the defendant to show that he received the 
chestnuts from Harris in the lawful course of business, the latter saying 
at the time he delivered them, that they were the property of himself 
and his partner, and they wished the defendant to sell them. It may 
be that the suggested conversation was feigned and the proposed evidence 
false; nevertheless, it was evidence to go to and be weighed by the jury. 
Evans ». Howell, 84 N. C., 461; 8. v. Anderson, 92 N. C., 732; Ros. Cr. 
Ev., 28; 1 Gr. Ev., sec. 108. 

There j is error, and the defendant is entitled to a new trial. To that 
end let this opinion be certified to the Superior Court. It is so ordered, 

_-Error.: . | Venire de novo. 


(462) 
STATE v. JAMES SWAIM. : 


J udge’s Charge—Practice. 


1 Defendant was indicted for perjury, committed on the trial of a warrant 
before a justice for assaulting his wife on 17 November, 1885, on the trial 
of which, as a witness in his own behalf he swore that he did not strike 
his wife on the day mentioned in the warrant and had not struck her 
for three years before that time. The State introduced Several witnesses 
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who proved the assault on the day mentioned and other assaults on other 
days, and also corroborating circumstances: Held, that it was not error 
for the court to charge the jury “that the date in the ‘warrant should be 
considered in connection with the testimony of the witnesses for the 
State and as to the various assaults mentioned in the testimony for the 

- purpose of determining whether the assault was actually committed as 
charged in the warrant.” 


2. It is not material (except in cases where time is of the essence of the 
offense) to charge in an indictment the true day on which an offense was 
committed; nor to prove the day as charged. 


| Tuts was an indictment for perjury, tried before Boykin, J., at the 
February Term, 1887, of the Superior Court of Yapxin County. 
The case is sufficiently stated in the opinion of the Court. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
A. H, Holton for defendant. 


Davis, J. The perjury charged in the indictment was alleged to have — 
been committed upon the trial of the defendant for an assault and 
battery upon the person of his wife, Nancy Swaim, before R. G. 
Howell and J. F. Cook, justices of the peace. The State introduced 
evidence tending to show that the defendant swore upon the trial of 
the warrant, that he did not assault his wife on the occasion charged in 

the warrant, and that he had not assaulted or struck her but once 
(463) and then suly i in fun, in three or four years. 

Lafayette Mathews, a witness for the State, testified that he 
saw the defendant, in the Fall of 1885, strike his wife with a large 
switch, and that she ran into the house, he pursuing her, and that while 
they were in the oe he heard several blows and the screams of a 

woman. 

Bennett Holla: for the State, testified that about, or a short time 
before the warrant was taken out (warrant dated 17 November, 1885), 
he saw the defendant strike his wife with a bull whip. There was: other ~ 
swidence for the State, tending to show that the defendant did assault 
and beat his wife at the time charged in the warrant, and also on divers 
occasions within three years prior to the issuing of the warrant; that 
the said Nancy Swaim frequently, within the said period, bore bruises 
under her eyes, cuts on her head, and finger prints on her throat, and 
that she appeared as a witness upon the trial of the warrant having 
marks of violence upon her person. The defendant introduced his wife, | 
Nancy Swaim, as a witness in his behalf, who testified that her husband 
(the defendant) did not beat her, as sare before the justice of the 
peace, nor. had he at any time struck her, and that she had not sworn 
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before the justice se the peace that he had beaten her, nor had she so 
stated at any time. = 

The State then introduced R. G. Sowell the jauiios of the peace before 
whom the warrant was tried, who testified that Naney Swaim swore 
- before him that her husband did strike her. 

The State introduced other witnesses, who testified that Nancy Swaim 
‘swore before the justice that her husband beat her, and also several 
witnesses who testified to declarations made by her at the time when 
she bore marks of violence, to the effect that her husband had beaten 
her, and that she could stand his violence no longer. 

“The court charged the jury, that it was material for them (464) 
to determine whether’ the defendant assaulted his wife on 17 | 
November, 1885, as charged in the warrant. before the justice; that the 
previous declarations of the defendant’s wife in which she inculpated 
him, as well as the warrant taken out by her against him, could only 
be considered by them as tending to contradict her and impeach her 
testimony; that the date in the warrant should be considered in con- 
nection with the testimony of the witnesses for the State and as to the 
various assaults mentioned in the testimony, for the purpose of determ- 
ining whether the assault was actually committed, as charged in the said 
warrant,” 

To this the defendant excepted. 

It was earnestly insisted by the counsel for the defendant in this 
Court, that the court erred in charging the jury, “that the date in 
the warrant should be considered, etc., for the purpose of determining 
whether the assault was actually committed,” as charged in the warrant. 
This was the only exception relied on here, and seems to have been 
based upon the assumption that it was necessary that the State should 
prove that the alleged assault was committed on 17 November, 1885; 
that the exact time was essential to be proved, and that the dates in the 
warrant was ene to be necessary, as corroborative evidence, to fix 
the time. 

This was a ene view of the law, and the charge of his Honor 
.that it was material “to determine whether the defendant assaulted his 
wife on 17 November, 1885,” if intended to convey the idea that the 
precise day on which the offense was committed was material to be 
proved, was more favorable to the prisoner than he was entitled to. 
_ In laying the time in an indictment (except in those cases where time 
is of the essence of the offense) it is only necessary that it shall appear 
that the offense was committed before the finding of the bill, and a 
variance in the day proved from the day alleged; is not fatal. 

This is too well settled to need the citation of authority. = (465) 
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It is familiar learning, that a person charged with perjury can 
only be convicted upon the testimony of two witnesses, or of one witness, 
supported by corroborating circumstances. Here the evidence is, that the 
_ defendant swore, not only that he had not beaten his wife on the occasion 
charged in the warrant, but that “he had not assaulted or struck her 
but once, and then in fun, in three or four years.” This was not only | 
contradicted by the oaths of two witnesses, but by strong corroborating 
evidence, and the testimony of his unfortunate wife, contradicted as it 
was, added nothing in the way of mitigation to his crime. 

There was no error. Let this be certified. _ 

No error. Affirmed. | 


‘STATE v. W. T. MASSEY. 
I ndictment-—S tatute—Repealing Act. | 


i. If a statute creating an offense is amended in any important particular, a 
bill of indictment for an offense committed before the act was amended, 
but which was found after the passage of the amending act, should 
charge the offense under the old act, and continue an averment that the 
offense was committed before the amendment was passed. 


2. Where a statute makes an act a crime if done “wantonly and wilfully,” 
these words are not sufficiently supplied by an averment in an indict- 
ment drawn under the statute, that the act was done “unlawfully and 
maliciously.” 


3. The term “unlawfully” implies that an act is done in a manner not allowed 
by the law; the term “wantonly” denotes turpitude, and that the act done 
is done of wicked purpose; the term “wilfully” denotes that the act is 
done knowingly, and on purpose, but not of malice. 


4, Where a statute only undertakes to amend one already on the statute 
books, it will be presumed that it did not intend to repeal it, unless there 
is an express repealing clause. 


(466) Inprorment, heard before Montgomery, J., at Spring Term, 
1887, of Lrxcoun Superior Court. 

The indictment charges in several counts, that the defendant, on the 
first day of April, 1885, sunlawa nny and maliciously and feloniously . 
did set fire to” a sera mill, “with intent thereby to anjare and de- 
fraud” certain corporations nated in the various counts, “contrary to 
the form of the statute,” ete. It is founded either upon the statute (The 
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Code, see. 985), or upon it as amended by a subsequent act, (Laws of | 
1885, ch. 66). The defendant contends that this amendment repealed 
the material parts of the statute of which it is amendatory, and that 
the statute as amended took and had effect on 16 February, 1885, the 
day of its ratification, which it is conceded was after the time of the 
commission of the offense charged, if indeed it was committed at all, 
and he moved to quash the indictment, upon the ground that no offense 
under the amended statute is charged therein. The court allowed this 
motion, and gave judgment in favor of the defendant, from which the 
State appealed to this Court. | 


Attorney-General and EH. C. Smith for the State. 

W. P. Bynum, John F. Hoke, Charles Price and John Devereux, Jr, 
(D. Schenck, Alexander Hoke and Joseph B. Batchelor, were with them 
on the brief), for defendant. 


Merarrmon, J., after stating the facts: For the reasons we now pro- 
ceed to state, we are of opinion that the indictment was properly 
quashed, | 

The statute (The Code, sec. 985, par. 6) ies that “whoever 
shall unlawfully and maliciously set fire to any church, chapel, or 
meeting-house, or shall unlawfully or malicrously set fire to any 
stable, coach-house, outhouse, warehouse, office, shop, mill, barn (467) 
or granary, or to any building or erection used in carrying on 
any trade or manufacture, or any branch thereof, whether the same, or 
any of them respectively shall then be in the possession of the offender, 
or in the possession of any other person, wth intent thereby to injure 
or defraud any person or persons, body politic or corporation, shall be 
guilty of felony, and imprisoned in the penitentiary for not less than 
five, nor more than forty years.” 

It seems that the intention of the pleader was to found the indictment 
upon this statute. If so, it cannot be sustained, because after the time 
the offense charged was Gomme if at all, and before the indictment 
was found, the statute had been amended by a subsequent one (Acts | 
1885, ch. 66), which struck out of it the words, “unlawfully and 
maliciously,” wherever they occurred, and substituted in their stead the 
words, “wantonly and wilfully,” and likewise struck out the other words, 
“with intent thereby to injure or defraud any person or persons, body 
politic or corporation,” thus, prescribing a new and different offense in 
material respects, and there is no averment in the indictment from which 
the Court can see that the offense charged was committed before the 
amendment. 7 
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If it was so committed, the indictment ought to have charged that 
“before 16 February, A.D. 1885, (the day the amendment was ratified) 
to wit: on 1 April, A.D. 1884, “the defendant did,” etc., etc., so that it 
would appear that an offense was charged to have been committed 
while the statute upon which it was founded was in all respects 
operative. This was essential, because it must appear upon the face 
of the indictment that an offense is charged. No offense is charged | 
under the statute before it was amended, because the indictment charges 
the offense to have been committed subsequent to that time. None is 
sufficiently charged under the statute as amended, because the 
(468) offense is not charged to have been done “wantonly and wilfully,” 
and these words are not supplied in. substance by the words, 
“unlawfully and maliciously,” which are employed in the indictment. 
The term “unlawfully” implies that an act is done or not done, as the 
law allows or requires, but the term “wantonly” implies turpitude— 
that the act done is of wilful, wicked purpose. The term “wilfully” 
implies that the act is done knowingly and of stubborn purpose, but not 
of malice. 

The counsel for the appellee contended on the argument that the 
statute first above mentioned was repealed by the amendatory statute 
cited, and therefore the appellee could not be indicted for the offense 
imperfectly charged against him. It is not necessary that we shall 
decide definitely any question in this respect now, but we deem it 
not improper to say, that the amendatory statute does not purport to 
repeal the statute it amends—it contains no repealing clause, and it 
seems to operate only prospectively from the date of its ratification, 
leaving the statute still operative as to offenses theretofore committed. 
It can scarcely be supposed that the Legislature intended to allow 
persons who had violated the statute before the amendment of it to go 
unpunished; if it had so intended, it would most likely have incorporated 
into the amendatory statute an express clause of repeal. It is more 
probable that it did not so intend, and that it did not deem an express 
saving clause as to. offenses then already committed necessary, as the 
general statute (The Code, sec. 3766) provided and still provides, that 
“where. a part of a statute is amended, it is not to be considered as 
having been repealed and reénacted in the amended form; but the por- 
tions which are not altered, are to be considered as having been the law 
since their enactment, aa the new provisions as having been enacted 

at the time of the amendment.” 
(469) There is no error. Let this opinion be certified to the Superior _ 
Court according to law. It is so ordered. | 
No error. Pm | 2 Affirmed. 
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Cited: 8S. v. Morgan, 98 N. C., 642; S. v. Halford, 104 N. C., 876; 
Leak v. Gay, 107 N. C., 481; S. vo. Prerce, 123 N. C., 746; Brown v. 
Brown, 124 N. C., 21; Bailey v. R. R., 149 N. C., 174; 8. vo. Broadway, 
157 N. C., 601; S. v. Millican, 158 N. C., 6238; S. v. Mull, 178 N. C., 
750; S. v. Falkner, 182 N. C., 798. 


STATE y. JOHN JONES. 
Jury—Challenges—Constitutional Law—Judge’s Charge. 


1. Where a jury has been obtained before the defendant has exhausted his 
peremptory challenges, it must be conclusively presumed that a fair and 
impartial jury has been obtained. 


2. The right given a defendant to challenge certain jurors is not a right to. 
select such jurors as he may wish, but only to insure a fair and impartial 
jury. | 

3. Where, therefore, a jury has been obtained before the defendant has ex- 
hausted his peremptory challenges, the Supreme Court will not consider 
any exception on the appeal as to whether the trial judge improperly 
allowed or disallowed challenges for cause, or allowed the State to stand 
aside temporarily too great a number of jurors. : 


4, Where a statute creating a Special Criminal Court for certain counties 
allows every facility to the accused of getting a fair and impartial jury, it 
is not unconstitutional because it does not follow the same methods of 
drawing the jury which are provided for the Superior Courts. 


5. A trial judge is not required to give a prayer for instructions in the very 
words in which it is asked, nor is it his duty to give instructions not per- 
tinent to the case. 

6. The trial judge, in his charge to the jury, is not required to recite to them 
the testimony of each witness in the order in which he was examined, but 
need only give a clear and intelligent statement of the evidence, with its 
legal bearing upon the issue. 

(S. v. Gooch, 94 N. C., 987; 8. v. Hensely, ibid., 1021; S. v. McNeill, 93 N. C., 
5538; 8. v. Moses, 2 Dev., 452; 8. v. Jones, 67 N. C., 288; S. v. Jones, 87 
N. C., 547; S. v. Rogers, 93 N. C., 523; Holley v. Holley, 94 N. C., 96; cited 
and approved.) 


InpiotmMentT for burglary, tried before Meares, J., and a jury, (470) 
at November Term, 1886, of the Criminal Court of New Han- 

over County. | | 
The court ordered a special venire of one hundred and twenty-five 
persons to be drawn and summoned in pursuance of the provisions of 
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the act of the General Assembly prescribing how a special venire in 
capital cases should be drawn in the Criminal Court of ee Hanover 
County. 

Upon the trial, and after the names of the special venire had i 
called and put in the hat, the prisoner challenged the array, on the 
ground, that the 19th section of chapter 63, Laws 1885, which prescribes 
the mode in which a special venire must be drawn for the Criminal | 
Court of New Hanover County, was unconstitutional and void. 

The prisoner made several exceptions to jurors in drawing the jury, 
and asked to be allowed to challenge them for cause, and also to the 
action of the court in allowing the State to stand ten per cent of the 
jurors to the foot of the panel, but a jury was obtained before all the 
peremptory challenges of the prisoner were exhausted. 
_ The other facts appear in the opinion. 
The jury found a verdict of guilty, and from the judgment the 
_ prisoner appealed. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Meramon, J. The cause of challenge to the array is wholly without 
merit. The statute (Acts 1885, ch. 63, sec. 19), prescribing how a special 
venire ordered by the judge of the Criminal Court in capital cases 
shall be drawn and summoned is substantially in effect the same as the 
- general statute (The Code, sec. 1739) on the same subject. The prisoner 
is not deprived of any right or cause of challenge that any other person, | 

charged with the like felony in the Superior Court of any county 
(47 1) in the State, would have under similar circumstances. The | 

objection seems to rest upon the unfounded supposition, that the © 
prisoner has the fundamental right to select the jury to try him. He 
has no such right; he has only the right to have a fair and impartial — 
jury, and when it is selected without objection, the prisoner having the 
right to make additional peremptory challenges, it must be presumed 
conclusively that such a jury has been obtained. His failure to object 
when he could, is an implied admission on his part that the jury is a 
fair and unexceptionable one, though perhaps not the one he would 
have preferred. The right of challenge is not allowed to enable the 
prisoner to select jurors who will probably be disposed to acquit or 
afford him undue advantage, but to select just and impartial ones. It 
would be a reproach upon the administration of criminal justice, to 
afford opportunity in the course of procedure to select jurors on the one 
hand, who would more likely convict, or on the other, would morglikely 
| aequit the prisoner. The law does not allow or tolerate, but on the 
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contrary forbids and frowns upon any procedure or practice that leads 
to such results. Hence, it has been repeatedly held, where the jury 
was obtained before the prisoner had exhausted his right of peremptory 
challenge, that it was unnecessary for this Court to decide whether or 
not the court below had improperly allowed or disallowed challenges 
for cause, or had allowed the State to stand aside temporarily too great 
a number of jurors. As the prisoner ceases to object while he has the 
right to make additional peremptory challenges, it must be taken that © 
-he accepts the jury as fair and impartial, and this is such a one as the 
law contemplates and desires. 

And so in this case, as the jury was obtained before the prisoner had 
exhausted his right of peremptory challenge, it is unnecessary to decide 
the questions that arise in the course of the selection of the jury other 
than the challenge to the array. 8. v. Gooch, 94 N. C., 987; 

S. v. Hensley, rbid., 1021, and the cases there cited. — (472) 

The general objection that the statute first above cited is un- 
constitutional, and therefore void, is without foundation. It creates and 
defines the jursdiction of Criminal Courts for the counties of New 
Hanover and Mecklenburg. Power is expressly conferred upon the 
Legislature to establish such and like courts, with such jurisdiction 
as may be prescribed, not inconsistent with the Constitution. We are 
wholly unable to see how this statute in any way, respect or degree, de- 
stroys, abridges or impairs any constitutional right of the citizens of the 
counties named, or of any county, unless possibly in so far as it provides 
that an indictment concurred in by nine grand jurors shall be sufficient. 
It was suggested in S. v. McNeill, 98 N. C., 553, that this provision 
might be questionable, but if it were void, this would not render the 
whole statute void. An indictment coneurred i in by uae grand jurors 
would be good, as was decided in that case. 

The mere fact that the number of jurors required to be drawn and 
summoned to attend these courts is not so great as in other counties, 
and that a special venire shall be drawn in New Hanover County to 
serve each succeeding day of the term of its Criminal Court, does not 
_ render the statute void. The qualifications of jurors in these courts are 
the same as the qualification of jurors in other counties, and a sufficient 
number are or may be provided for, to afford every just facility to obtain 
a fair and impartial jury in any case. The persons objected to, are 
intended’ to secure more certainly such jurors as the law contemplates, 
and does not deprive any person of any right. Ample provision is made 
for selecting eligible, lawful jurors, just as in other counties of the 
State, and this is all that any citizen is entitled to have. The purpose 
is, not to deprive any one of the right to have a lawful jury, but to 
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prevent the selection of an unlawful one, and the provisions complained. 
of are certainly in some measure adapted to that purpose, without 

(473) depriving the citizen of any right. It is a false and vicious 
notion, that the right exists at all, to have opportunity and 

that facilitated, to select a jury favorable on the one hand to convict, 
or on the other, to acquit the party charged with an offense. The law 
does not allow any but a fair and impartial jury, composed of good 
and lawful men, and the statute in question makes reasonable and just 
provision for selecting such a jury; that is sufficient. | 

The court was not bound to give the special instruction prayed for 
in the very language of the prayer, granting that the prisoner was 
entitled to it; it was sufficient to give the full substance of it, and this 
the court did. It might be questioned whether the prisoner was fairly 
entitled to the instruction thus given, because, the evidence as to him, 
was mainly direct and positive. It is not the duty of the court to give 
instructions not pertinent to the case; indeed it ought not to do so; such 
instructions only tend to confuse and mislead the jury. Nor was it 
the duty of the court to recapitulate or state the testimony of each 
witness examined on the trial to the jury in the consecutive order in 
which he was examined. The statute (The Code, sec. 413) prescribes 
that the court “shall state im a plain and correct manner the evidence 
given in the case and declare and explain the law arising thereon.” 
This does not imply a mere recital of the evidence; this would be of 
little or no service; it means a clear, fair, intelligent statement of it in 
‘its bearings, its relations, one part with another, and its legal bearings 
upon the issues submitted to the jury. The object is to help the jury 
to clearly apprehend and apply it, and to give it just and proper weight, 
this being the sole province of the jury. The statement should not have 
the tone or form of an argument in favor of the one side or the other; 
this should be avoided as far as practicable; nor should it intimate 

the opinion of the court as to what weight should be given any 
(474) part or the whole of the evidence. But the fact that the evidence, 

parts or the whole of it, thus fairly stated, bears strongly on one 
- side or the other, cannot be justly regarded as an argument of the 
court; this must be attributed to its simple weight and force, appearing 
without the aid of argument. S. v. Moses, 2 Dev., 452; 8. v. Jones, 67 
iN. C., 288; S. v. Jones, 87 N. C., 547; 8. v. Rogers, 93 N. C., 523; 
| Holley v. ‘Holley, 94 N. C., 96. 

Nor was the statement ‘of the evidence to the jury by the court 
obnoxious to the objection that it was argumentative. Upon a careful 
examination of it, we think it was intelligent, fair and just. If it bore 
heavily against the prisoner, this was because the evidence tended 
ee to prove his guilt. 3 
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We do not discover error in the record. Let this opinion be certified 
to the Criminal Court, to the end that further proceedings may be had 
in the action there according to law. It is so ordered. 

No error. Affirmed. 


Cited: 8. v. Potts, 100 N. C., 462; Bank v. Sumner, 119 N. C., 593 ; 
S.v. Ray, 122 N. ©., 1099; S. v. Booker, 123 N. C., 725; S. v. Peterson, 
149 N. C., 174; 8. v. Inttle, 174 N. C., 802; 8. v. Carroll, 176 N. C., 731. 


STATE v. E. D. HALL, Mayor, ET At. 
Indictment—Mumerpal Corporations. 


1. Different. parties cannot be charged in the same indictment with different 
and distinct offenses. . 

2. Where two separate and distinct departments of a municipal eorporation 
are charged with separate duties in the government of the corporation, the 
officers of such two departments cannot be joined in one indictment, charg- 
ing a breach of public duty. 

3. Where an officer of a municipal corporation is indicted for a failure to 

* perform a public duty, the indictment should state with what duty he is 

charged, and his failure to perform it. 

(S. v. Fishblate, 83 N. C., 654; 8. ». Commissioners, 2 Car. Law Rep., 419(617) ; 
S. v. Comunissioners, 8 Jones, 399; S. v. McNeill, 98 N. C., 552; cited and 
approved: ) 


Tara heard on a demurrer thereto by the defendants, by (475) 
Meares, J., at N ovember Term, 1886, of the Criminal Court of 
New Flanover County. 
The facts appear in the opinion. 
His Honor sustained the demurrer, and the State appealed. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for defendants. 


_ Merrrimon, J. No doubt the mayor and aldermen of “the city of Wil- 

mington” are indictable for any wilful or negligent failure to discharge 
the duties devolved upon them by its charter,.“to secure order, health 
and quiet in said city, and for one mile around it.” They cannot, with 
impunity, arbitrarily refuse to exercise the powers with which they are 
invested for that purpose, nor can they wilfully pervert them. It is their 
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duty to exercise the same by making “all needful ordinances, rules and 
regulations,” the appointment of suitable and necessary officers and 
agents, and the employment of appropriate, authorized means to such 
ends. 

Any wilful and negligent omission or failure in these respects con- 
stitutes a criminal offense, for which they might be indicted. 8. v. 
Fishblate, 83 N. C., 654; 8. v. Comrs., 2 Car. Law Rep., 419 (617) ; 
S. v. Comrs., 3 Jones, 399. 

And so, also, it may be.that the persons composing “The Board of 
Audit and Finance of the City of Wilmington” are indictable as such 
for failing to discharge their duties as prescribed by the statute (Acts 
1876-77, ch. 143) creating that board. But they are not a constituent 
part of the mayor and board of aldermen of that city. The respective 
duties and powers of those two boards are different, and for the most 
part entirely distinct. The mayor and aldermen represent and exercise 

the chief corporate powers of the city, while the “board of audit 

(476) and finance” are an adjunct of the city government, charged with 

important prescribed powers and duties in respect to its finances. 

The indictment seems to contemplate that these two boards are a 
unit—certainly in some material respects—and exercise powers, and have 
duties, in common. This, we think, is a clear misapprehension of their 
respective natures and purposes, as above indicated. They are Beperat 
and distinct bodies, and intended to serve distinct purposes. 

One count of the indictment charges that the defendants “board of 
audit and finance” unlawfully, wilfully and negligently did refuse and 
wholly omit to approve estimates and rates of assessments of taxes to 
meet the necessary expenditures for the said several departments of the 
said city government.” If this were the only charge in the indictment, 
it would be fatally defective, if for no other reason, because it is not. 
charged that the board of aldermen had passed ordinances levying taxes 
for such purposes and submitted them to the board of audit and finance 
for their approval. This essential matter must be charged, and also, 
that it became, and was the duty of the board to approve, etc., ete. 

Another count charges the mayor and aldermen with having per- 
mitted and tolerated for a long while a dangerous nuisance in the city; 
but it does not charge that they had wilfully and negligently failed to 
exercise their power, authority and means with which they were charged 
to prevent and suppress such nuisance, and that they so failed to pass 
“all needful ordinances, rules and regulations to secure” the health and 
safety of the city, and the good people there residing, etc., ete.; nor does | 
it charge how or in what particular respect they. were negligent—as 
that they had failed to appoint or employ proper agents, or supply other 

. 368 | | | 


N. C.] _ FEBRUARY TERM, 1887. 


STATE v. YOPP. 


proper agencies for the prevention and abatement of such and like 
nuisances, ete., etc. This is necessary, because it is not the duty of the 
mayor and aldermen themselves, personally, to execute their 
ordinances, rules and regulations—it is their office and duty to (477) 
make these, and appoint proper agents, and supply necessary 
means to execute them. So that this charge also is insufficient. 

We point out these fatal defects in order to show, that if but one of 
the two boards had been indicted, the indictment could not be sustained. 
But moreover, the indictment insufficiently charges two distinct offenses 
against two distinct boards of officers, sustaining distinct relations to 
the city of Wilmington. This is wholly unwarranted by principle or 
precedent. Different parties cannot be charged with different and dis- 
tinct offenses, in the same indictment. Such a practice would be im- 
practicable, and lead directly to injustice and confusion. 3 

This case is not like that of 8. v. McNeill, 93 N. C., 552. In that 
case, the same parties were charged in several indictments with lke 
offenses. 

The demurrer was properly sustained. 

There is no error. Let this opinion be certified to the Cited Court, 
according to law. It is so ordered. _ 

No error. | : Affirmed. 


Cited: Threadgill v. Comrs., 99 N. C., 356; Moffitt v. Asheville, 
103 N. C., 255; S. v. Harris, 106 N. C., 686; S. v. Perdue, 107 N. C.,, 
855; Coley v. Statesville, 121 N. C., 316; 8. v. Wilson, rbid., 655; 
Mel lhenny v. Wilmington, 127 N. C, 153; Scales v. Winston-Salem, 
189 N. C., 471. | CO 


STATE v. JAMES L. YOPP. 
Police Power—Highways—N wsance. 


1. Every citizen holds his property subject to the implied obligation that he 
will use it in such way 8 as not to prevent others from enjoying the use of 
their property. 

2. Subject to constitutional provisions, the Legislature may impose reasonable 
restraints upon the use which a citizen makes of his property, in order to 
protect others in the use of their property. 

3. The Legislature has complete power to regulate the highways in the State, 


and may prescribe what vehicles may be used on them, with a view to the 
safety of passengers over them, and the preservation of the road. 
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4, A statute which only regulates the use of property in a manner beneficial 
to the public, but does not destroy it, is not unconstitutional, unless the re- 
straint is so manifestly unjust and unreasonable as to destroy the lawful 
use of the property. 


5. If the use of property creates a “nuisance the ieualntare has the power to 
destroy it. 


6. The Legislature has the power to pass an act which may leave the doing 
or not doing of certain things allowed or forbidden by the act ae the dis- 
cretion of some designated agent or commissioner. 


is Where a statute forbade the use of bicycles on a certain road, unless per- 
mitted by the superintendent of the road, it was held, that the act was 
not unconstitutional, . . 


(478)  Invictment, heard before Meares, i at September Term, 
1886, of the Criminal Court of New Hanover County. 
_ There was a verdict of guilty, and from the judgment thereon the 
defendant appealed. 
The facts appear in the opinion. 


_ Attorney-General ( 0. M. Stedman and Weill, also Hed a brief), for = 
the State. 
D. L, Russell and Ricaud for defoniane: 


Mrraimon, J. The power of government—commonly called the police . 
power—to regulate the conduct of individuals in the exercise of their 
personal rights, and the use of property, with the view to secure the 
just enjoyment of right, of whatever nature, of every individual—to 
promote the public convenience, safety, and common good, is essential, 
and as well, very great and comprehensive in its nature and extent. It 
is founded very largely in the maxim, sic utere tuo ut alienum non ledos, 

and also, to some extent, that other maxim of public policy, salus 
(479) populi, suprema lex, and it is of almost universal application 

in regulating the interests of society within the jurisdiction of 
the State. It is too well settled to admit of serious question, that every 
person is subject to it in his person and property. And however absolute | 
his rights to and ownership of property may be, he holds it subject to 
the implied obligation that he will use it in such way as not to prevent 
others from having their property, and enjoying the just use and 
benefit of it, and as will not destroy, abridge or injure the rights of 
the public. The Legislature, in the exercise of this power, may, subject 
to any constitutional limitations, prescribe just and reasonable regula- 
tions and restraints, in order to secure such important ends, and enforce 
them by such proper penalties and other means as it may deem expedient 
and wise. | 
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The extent of this power has not been defined with precision. Indeed, 
it seems to be practically impossible to do so, because of the vast variety 
of conditions and circumstances governing its application. We are not, 
however, embarrassed by any question in this respect here. It is clear 
that the Legislature has complete power to provide proper and reason- 
able police regulations, and to amend or alter them from time to time, 
in respect to the highways of the State, and persons going upon and 
over them with their vehicles, horses, and other motive power, with a 
view to protect the roads, and the safety and comfort of passengers 
going over them. The power is constantly exercised, and it is prudent 
and necessary to do so, as common experience everywhere proves. Many 
persons are more or less selfish, and seek their own advantage, and 
consult their own convenience, fancy or pleasure, without proper regard 
for the like rights of others—sometimes at their expense; and hence 
legal restraints and regulations are necessary. 

As we have seen, no man has the right, in the use of his own (480) 
property, of whatever nature, to use it so as to injure another 
in the just use of his, or the exercise of his personal rights. Hence, 
there is no reason why the owner of a particular kind of vehicle, which, 
because of its peculiar form or appearance, or from the unusual manner 
of its use, frightens horses, or otherwise imperils passengers over the 
road, or their property, shall be allowed to use such vehicle on the 
road. He has no right to use it to the prejudice or injury of others, 
who are lawfully exercising their rights in the use of their property. 

If it be said, when shall one person be restrained in doing as he will 
with his own property—from going, for example, on the highway with 
his own vehicle of whatever kind—the answer is, whenever in the ordi- 
nary lawful course of things in that connection, he would, by the use of 
his property—his vehicle, in the case suggested—interfere materially in 
any respect, with another, in the ordinary, lawful use of his property or 
rights. He might be restrained in one place, and not in another—he 
might go upon one highway, and not upon another—he might go upon 
one highway at one time, and not at another—he might be restrained 
under one class of circumstances, and not under another—in all such 
cases, the restraint depending on the different attendant circumstances, 
as perhaps the numbers and kinds of persons passing over the highway— 
the kinds of roads, the character and purposes of the highway—its use 
at one time as different from the same at another, and the like considera- 
tions. The person thus restrained might be affected adversely in the 
use of his property—disappointed in his cherished wishes—in the 
indulgence of his fancy—in taking pleasure or recreation—perhaps as 
to his substantial interests—but these must all give way to the extent 
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- necessary to allow others to have and enjoy their lawful rights, however 
these may arise, to the exercise of the power of government to prescribe 
such regulations and restraints. 
(481) In the case before us, the statute (Pr. Acts, 1885, 7 14) for- 
bids every person “to use upon the road of said company a bicycle, 
or tricycle, or other nonhorse vehicle, without the express permission of 
- the superintendent of said road,” etc. The purpose of this statutory 
provision is not to destroy the defendant’s property—his bicycle—or to 
deprive him of the use of it, in a way not injurious to others, but to 
prevent him from using it on a particular road—that mentioned—at a 
particular time or season, when it would, by reason of its peculiar shape, 
and the unusual manner of using it as a means of locomotion, prove in- 
jurious to others—particularly women and children, constantly passing 
and repassing in great numbers over the particular road mentioned, 
in carriages and other ordinary vehicles drawn by horses. 

The evidence tended strongly to show, that the use of the bicycle: on 
the road materially interfered with the exercise of the rights and safety 
of others in the lawful use of their carriages and horses in passing over 
the road. In repeated instances, the horses became frightened at them, 
and carriages were thrown into the ditches along the side of the road. 
It was not uncommon for horses to become frightened at them, and be- 
come unruly, if the evidence is to be believed. 

The statute did not deprive the defendant of the use of his property— 
he might have gone another way—he might have gone at an opportune 
time, with the express permission of the superintendent of the road. In 
any case, he had no right to go, using his bicycle, at the peril of other 
people, he giving rise to such peril. The statute did not therefore, in any 
just sense, destroy his property, as contended, or deprive him of the 
proper and reasonable use of it; nor was such its purpose. Its purpose 
was lawful, and in our judgment, it does not provide an unreasonable 
police regulation—certainly not one so unreasonable as to warrant us in 

declaring it void. Such statutes are valid, unless the purpose, or 
(482) necessary effect is, not to regulate the use of property, but to 
destroy it. 

As we have said, it is the province of the Legislature to decide upon 
the wisdom and expediency of such regulations and restraints, and the 
courts cannot declare them void, or interfere with their operation, 
unless they are so manifestly unjust and unreasonable as to destroy the 
lawful use of property, and hence, are not within the proper exercise of 
the police power of the government. Courts cannot regulate the exercise 
of this power—they can only declare the invalidity of statutes that 
transcend its limits. The exercise of this power does not extend to the 
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destruction of property, under the form of regulating the use of it, 
unless in cases where the property, or the use of it, constitutes a 
nuisance. In such cases, if the owner of the property suffers injury, 
it is such as happens in the illegal use of it, or because the property , 
itself, in its nature or application, is unlawful, and it is damnum 
absque injuria. No man has a right to use his property so as to produce 
a nuisance, or to have property which is a nuisance where it may be 
situated. | | 

It is further objected, that the statute leaves it to the arbitrary dis- 
cretion of the superintendent of the road named to allow or disallow 
persons to use “a bicycle or tricycle, or other nonhorse vehicle” on it. 
This is a misapprehension of the true import of the provision cited. 
The discrétion vested in the superintendent is not arbitrary. He is made 
the agent of the law, as well as superintendent, and he is bound to 
exercise the discretion vested in him honestly, fairly, reasonably and 
- without prejudice or partiality, for the just purpose of effectuating the 
intention of the statute. If there be times or seasons, or occasions, when 
persons wishing to use bicycles or other like vehicles embraced by the 
prohibitory clause of the statute in question, it is his plain duty to 
allow them to do so at such times. The authority is not his—he is 
simply made the agent of the law for a lawful purpose, and he is 
amenable as such for any prostitution of the power so vested in (483) 
him, and the creation of the discretion implies that there may be 
occasions, or times, or seasons, when bicycles may be used on the road. 

It not infrequently happens, that statutes require particular things 
to be done, or not to be done, that must be made to depend upon the 
judgment—discretion—of a designated agent or commissioner, or officer, 
and the discretion in such cases is not arbitrary—it is lawful, _ must 
be lawfully exercised. 

The learned counsel for the appellant directed our attention to the 
case of Yick v. Hopkins, 118 U. S., 356. That case, in our judgment, 
has no application here. The Court declared a city ordinance void, 
upon the ground, that its manifest purpose was not a just and reason- 
able regulation, but unlawful, and the discretionary powers conferred 
- upon certain authorities of the city were purely arbitrary—intentionally 
so—and therefore unlawful and void. And the same may be said of © 
Mayor and C. of Baltimore v. Bodeeke, 49 Md., 217, cited in the case 
above mentioned. In our case, the purpose of the statute is obviously a 
lawful one—a proper regulation of the use of property—and the desig- 
nation of the agent, and the discretionary power conferred upon him, 
is for the lawful purpose of effectuating the just intent of the statute, 
and he is amenable, as we have indicated above. 
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There is no error. Let this opinion be certified to the Criminal Court 
of the county of New Hanover according to law. It is so ordered. 
No error. | Affirmed. 


Cited: S. v. Barringer, 110 N. C., 529; S. vo. Tenant, cbid., 616; 
Durham v. Cotton Mills, 141 N. C., 644; 8S. v. Walliams, 146 N. C., 630; 
Bizzell v. Goldsboro, 192 N. C., 353; 8. v. Yarboro, 194 N. C., 506. 


(484) | 
STATE v. BANKS MILLER. 


Evidence—Accomplice—Corroboration. . 


1. A conviction upon the uncorroborated evidence of an accomplice is legal, 
although it is the almost universal custom of trial judges to instruct 
juries that they should be cautious in convicting on such evidence. 


2. The corroboration of an accomplice, ought to be as to some matter, the 
truth or falsehood of which goes to prove or disprove the offense charged 
against the prisoner. 


(S. v. Haney, 2 Dev. & Bat., 390; S. v. Hardin, ibid., 407; 8S. v. Holland, 83 
N. C., 624; cited and approved.) 


Tus was an indictment, tried before Meares, J., at October Term, 
1886, of the Criminal Court of MrcxLtensure County. 

The defendant and one Sam Dick were charged with stealing money 
from one Wm. Boyd, in 1886. Said Boyd was offered as a witness for 
the State, and testified, that he had lost money at different times in 
August and September, to the amount of $175.00 or $200.00; that on 
the night of 15 September he lost $50 in bills, and a considerable 
amount in silver. . . . That the defendant lived on his plantation, 
and that one Wm. Lucas, a colored boy, slept in a cook room adjoining 
his chamber, from which a door opened into his chamber, and that this 
door was not locked or fastened; that he discovered the loss about mid- 
night of 15 September, and arrested Lucas before daylight the next 
morning, and kept him under arrest during the entire day. 

The State then introduced the boy, Wm. Lucas, who testified that the 
defendant and one Dick had employed him to keep Boyd’s dogs off, 
while they went into Boyd’s room and stole his money; that on the 

night of 15 September he did keep the dogs quiet, and they went 
(485) into Boyd’s room, and afterwards gave witness some of the 
money. He further testified, that on one occasion he went with 
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the defendant to the store of one Thomason, a few miles from Boyd’s 
house, and that on that occasion the prisoner had a ten dollar bill, 
which he, the prisoner, got Thomason to change, and with which he 
purchased some articles of clothing, and paid witness $3.00; that he 
never saw the bill until prisoner produced it in the store. Witness said 
in his direct and redirect examination, that the transaction at Thom- 
ason’s store was on the morning of 16 September, the morning after he | 
saw the prisoner go into Boyd’s house. 

On his cross-examination he said it occurred a week or so before 16 
September. 

‘The defendant then introduced as a witness one Wm, Thomason 
(one of the owners of the store mentioned), who testified that on the 
occasion alluded to by Lucas, he, Lucas, and the prisoner came to the 
store owned by his brother and himself—that Lucas took from his 
pocket the $10 bill alluded to, and handed it to prisoner, and the latter 
handed it to witness—that Lucas bought some articles from the store, 
and directed him to take payment from the bill—that he did so, and 
placed the change on the counter, and prisoner pushed the money to 
Lucas and said: “Here is your money,” and Lucas took it up and handed 
$3 to the prisoner. This was about dark on 1 September. James Thom- 
ason testified to the same facts, The prisoner then, in his own behalf, 
testified, denying the statements of Lucas as to the stealing, and testified 
as to the transaction at Thomason’s store, giving precisely the account 
given by William and James Thomason. 

_ The case states that: “There were other circumstances relied on by 
the State as corroborative evidence, but which are not material to the 
exception.” 

“The court instructed the jury, that it was nee to convict the 
defendants (Miller and Dick were both on trial) upon the 
uncorroborated testimony of an accomplice. That the most im- (486) 
portant witness for the State (Lucas) was an accomplice in the 
commission of the alleged crime, and that he stood before the jury in 
the attitude of a self-confessed thief, and the jury ought not to convict 
those defendants upon the statement of Lucas unless his statement had 
been corroborated as to material facts, and to such extent as to carry 
home to their mind a strong conviction of the truthfulness of his state- 
ments. That the State had alleged and endeavored to establish the 
truth of several transactions relating to the use and exhibition of money 
on the part of the defendant, Banks Miller, as corroborative of the 
statements of Lucas.” 7 

His Honor then nesapinuiated the ediiois of the wines Lucas 
and Boyd, witnesses for the State, and of the prisoner Miller and W. 
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and James Thomason for the defendant, and speaking of what occurred 
at Thomason’s store, he said: “This was one of the circumstances or 
transactions which the State alleged was strongly corroborative of the 
other testimony of the witness Lucas, as to the alleged robbery of Boyd’s 
money on the preceding night. That in the consideration of these alleged 
corroborative facts and circumstances, it was exclusively within the 
province of the jury to pass upon the degree of credibility to be at- 
tached to the statements of witnesses, and to decide whether the State 
had established the existence of the facts or circumstances beyond a 
reasonable doubt, and that if they were so convinced, the next question 
for them would be, to what extent did such established facts corroborate 
the account of the robbing as stated by the witness Lucas. That the 
alleged corroborative facts, if established by the State, should be so 
. strong, that when taken in connection with the account of the robbing 
as given by Lucas, as to convince the jury beyond a reasonable doubt 
of the truthfulness of his account of the robbery and the guilt of the 
defendant. 
(487) “The court then recapitulating all the testimony on both sides 
going to prove and disprove the alleged facts and circumstances, 
among them the alleged payment of money by Banks Miller to Lucas at 
Kindrick’s store and denied by defendant, the alleged:exhibition of a five 
dollar bill and some silver by Miller at Celia’s house, which was denied 
by Miller—the alleged fact that the defendants went over to South 
Carolina on the night after the robbery, and returned on the third day, 
when they had been induced to believe that they would not be arrested, 
that Boyd asked the defendant Miller if he had seen Lucas with any 
money of late, stating that he had been frequently robbed of money 
since 12 August, and that Miller did not tell Boyd of his seeing Lucas 
with any money, all of which alleged facts were denied by Miller. The 
court then gave the same instructions with regard to each and all of 
these alleged corroborative facts as were given in regard to the trans- 
action at Thomason’s store.” 
There was a verdict of guilty, and er ana appeal. 


~ Attorney-General for the State. 
P.D. cs (H. C. Jones also filed a. brief. ), for defendant. 


_ Davis, J 1 after stating the facts: It has been repeatedly laid down, 


that a conviction on the testimony of an accomplice uncorroborated is — 
legal; Roscoe’s Criminal Evidence, 121; and this has been well settled 
as the law of this State, certainly since the cases of S. v. Haney, 2 
D. & B., 390; S. vo. Hardin, tbid., 407; S. v. Holland, 83 N. C., 624. 
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It is, however, the almost universal practice of the judges to instruct . 
juries that they should be cautious in convicting upon the uncorrobo- 
rated testimony of accomplices, and Gaston, J., in S. v. Haney, says: 
“The judge may caution them against reposing hasty confidence in the 


testimony of an accomplice. . . . Long usage, sanctioned by de- 
liberate judicial approbation, has given to this ordinary caution 
a precision which makes it approach a rule of law.” (488) 


_ If the unsupported testimony of the accomplice produce un- 
doubting belief of the prisoner’s guilt, the jury should convict. The 
manner and bearing of the witness upon the stand, the probability of his 
statements, are all matters for the sole consideration of the jury. 

We understand the counsel for the defendant to concede that his 
Honor, in charging the jury that they ought not to convict upon the 
testimony of Lucas, unless corroborated, erred in favor of the prisoner, 
but it is insisted that he erred in telling them that what occurred at 
Thomason’s store was corroborative, and that the jury were, or might 
have been misled thereby. 

_ The corroboration of an accomplice ought to be as to some fact or 
facts, the truth or falsehood of which goes to prove or disprove the 
offense charged against the prisoner; Rex v. Addie, 6 Carrington & 
Payne, 452; Commonwealth v. Barnett, 22 Pick., 397. 

In this case, we do not understand his Honor as charging the jury 
that the testimony of Lucas was corroborated by what was done at 
Thomason’s store, but he was giving the State’s contention, and said the 
. “State alleged” that the circumstances and transactions were corrobora- 

tive. It is admitted that Lucas was a thief and that the money of Boyd 
was stolen. | 

The defendant was in company with Lucas at Thomason’s store— 
they seemed to be associates, and whether Lucas or the defendant had - 
the money, it was passed from one to the other, and these circumstances 
were doubtless subjects of comment by the solicitor for the State, and 
his Honor did nothing more than recapitulate the evidence and the 
aspects in which it had been presented by counsel. The charge was 
altogether as favorable to the prisoner as was warranted by the 
evidence, and there was no error of which he could justly com- (489) 
plain. No error. Let this be certified. - 

No error. | 7 Affirmed. 


Cited: 8. v. Rowe, 98 N. C., 637; S. v. Mitchener, ibid., 694; 8. v. 
Barber, 113 N. C., 713; 8S. ». Regittr, 133 N. C., 753; 8. v. Aenburn, 
187 N. C., 728. 
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STATE vy. CRAWFORD WALTERS, — 
Puntshment—Certiorari—Bail. 


1. Where a statute provides that a party guilty of the offense created by it, 
shall be fined or imprisoned, the court has no power to both fine and im- 
prison. — 


2, The word “or,” in eriminal statutes, cannot be interpreted to mean “and,” 
when the effect is to aggravate the offense, or increase the punishment. 


3. Where a defendant has lost his appeal, but is granted a writ of certiorari 
- jin liew thereof, the granting of the writ has the effect of an appeal as to 
a stay of execution, and if the offense be bailable, he is entitled to bail. 


(S. v. Kenny, 1 Hawks, 53; S. v. Mitchell, 5 Ired., 350; 8. v. Lawrence, 81 
N. C., o22 ; S. vu. Swepson, 82 N. C., 541; cited and approved.) 


Appricarron for a certiorari as a substitute for an appeal from a 
judgment of Clark, J., at March Term, 1887, of Corumsus Superior 
Court. | | | 


Attorney-General for the State. - | 
George V. Strong, B. R. Stamps and Rk. T. Gray for defendant. 


Merzimon, J. The defendant was convicted of the offense of slander- 

ing an innocent woman, in violation of the statute (The Code, sec. 

1118), which prescribes, that “every person so offending, shall 

(490) be guilty of a misdemeanor, and fined or imprisoned, in the dis- 

cretion of the court.” The court gave judgment that the defend- 

ant be imprisoned for the term of twelve months, and fined the sum of 
one thousand dollars.” 

It is insisted that this judgment is erroneous, and we are clearly of 
that opinion. The statute in plain and positive terms, prescribes that 
the punishment in such cases shall be a fine or imprisonment—either, 
but not both. There is nothing in its terms, or phraseology, as it ap- — 
pears in The Code, or in it as originally enacted (Acts 1879, ch. 156), 
that affords ground for interpretation, and we suppose that the learned 
judge who gave the judgment inadvertently failed to notice that the 
terms of the statute prescribing the punishment, are only in the alter- 
native. Moreover, it may be added, that. the word “or,” in criminal 
statutes, cannot be interpreted to mean “and,” when the effect is to 
ageravate the offense, or increase the punishment. If there be reason- 
able doubt, the accused party is entitled to the benefit of the doubt. 

| . a78 | 


N.C] | FEBRUARY TERM, 1887. 
STATE v, WALTERS. 


This is the rule of justice as well as mercy. S. v. Kenny, 1 Hawks, 53; 
S. v. Mitchell, 5 Ired., 350. 

There is, therefore, error, and the judgment must be reversed, and 
judgment entered against the defendant according to law. 

It appears that the defendant took an appeal from the judgment men- 
tioned and referred to above, but he failed to perfect the same, and 
hence it failed. At the present term, he applied for the writ of 
certiorart as a substitute for the appeal lost, and it was allowed, and 
thus the case is in this Court. As the appeal was not perfected, the 
defendant was committed to jail in execution of the judgment, and is 
now in prison. His counsel insists that as the writ of certiorary has 
been so allowed, he is not now in jail in execution of the judgment, 
and he has the right, as he is charged with a bailable onenee, to give 
bail and be at large, pending the case in this Court. 

The statute (Acts 1887, ch. 191, sec. 1) above cited, while pro- (491) 
viding that an appeal a criminal actions shall not have the 
effect of vacating the judgment appealed from, further provides that 
upon perfecting the appeal as now required by law, either by giving 
bond, or in forma pauperis, “there shall be a stay of execution, during 
the pendency of the appeal.” So that, if the appeal taken had been per- 
fected, the defendant would have been entitled to have bail during its 
pendency. The writ of certiorari is in liew of and a substitute for the 
appeal, and only serves that purpose. The appeal having been lost, the 
case could have been before this Court for the correction of errors, 
only by and through the writ of certeorart, employed as such substitute. 
The Code, sees. 544, 1234; S. v. Lawrence, 81 N. C., 522; 8. v. Swepson, 
82 N. C., 541. It must, therefore, be treated as having the effect of an 
appeal as to the stay ‘of sxecition—seriainly from the time it was 
granted. 

The obvious intent of the statute 1s, that the execution shall be stayed 
until opportunity shall be afforded according to law to have alleged 
errors corrected by this Court. In cases like this the writ of certiorari 
would poorly serve the purpose of a substitute for an appeal, if it failed 
to so operate as to stay the execution. Indeed, in some cases, it would 
prove utterly futile, because, pending the case in this Court, the judg- 
ment might be completely executed. The law does not contemplate or 
allow such an unjust and unreasonable state of things to come about 
in the course of procedure. The execution is stayed as indicated, and 
the defendant is entitled to give bail, if he can do so, according to law, 
for his appearance at the next term of the Superior Court of the county 
of Columbus, to the end that that court may enter such judgment against 
_ him in this action as the law allows. 
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Let this opinion be certified to the Superior Court, pace to lew. 
It is so ordered. 
Error. | Raveued. 


Cited: 8. v. Jones, 101 N. C., 724; 8. v. Crowell, 116 N. G., 1058, 9; 
S. v. Taylor, 124 N. C., 803; 8. v. Blake, 157 N. C., 611; S. v. Satter- 
white, 182 N. ©., 893, | 


(492) 
STATE v. B. A. LAWRENCE. 


_ Taquors. © 


1. No person can authorize a dealer in spirituous liquors to give or sell such 
liquors to an unmarried minor. 


2, Where the father of a minor gave permission to a dealer in such liquors 
to sell them to his son: Jt was held, that the dealer was nevertheless guilty 
under the statute. 


InpictmMENT, tried before Montgomery, J., at J anuary Term, 1887, of 
CATAWBA Superior Court. 

The defendant was a dealer in intoxicating liquors, and was indicted 
for giving one gill of such liquors to Daniel Brinkley, Jr., an un- 
married person, knowing him at the time to be under the age of twenty- 
one years. He pleaded not guilty. On the trial he offered evidence to 
show, that the father of the infant named gave the defendant his 
permission to give his said son the spirituous liquors for his use. 

The solicitor for the State, admitting that the witness could prove the. 
fact, insisted that the father’s permission would not be any legal excuse 
or cusiheation for the defendant. 

The court so decided, and the defendant excepted. 

There was a verdict of guilty, and judgment thereupon for the State, 
and the defendant appealed to this Court. 


Attorney-General for the State. . 
No counsel for defendant. 


Merrimon, J., after stating the facts: The statute (The Code, secs. 
1077, 1078), forbids in strong, peremptory terms, all dealers in in- 
toxicating “drinks or liquors” to sell in any manner, or to give away 
to any unmarried person under the age of twenty-one years, knowing 
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_such person to be under that age, any such drinks or liquors, and makes 
it a misdemeanor and indictable to do so; and moreover gives the 
father, or 1f he be dead, the mother, guardian or employer of (493) 
any minor to whom such sale or gift shall be made, a right of 
action against the guilty party, and in an action brought upon the same 
exemplary damages, not less than twenty-five dollars, may be recovered. 

The plain purpose of this stringent statute is to protect as far as 
practicable all unmarried minors from the insidious and dangerous evils 
of drinking intoxicating drinks and liquors, obtained from dealers in 
the same by sale or gift. It is at drinking places kept by such dealers, 
that the youth of the State too frequently learn and contract ruinous 
habits of dissipation, that unfit them for usefulness, and oftentimes 
render them a real curse to society. The object of the statute is to cut 
off, prevent, and suppress such evil, as to minors, who, in the weakness 
and immaturity of youth, more readily contract abnormal appetites and 
dangerous habits than persons of mature years and experience. The 
statute 1s very broad in its terms. All such dealers are embraced, and 
there is no exceptive provision that appears in terms or by resonable im- 
plication. The terms and purpose of the statute are so strong and 
peremptory as to exclude exceptions by inference or construction. No 
person can authorize or permit a dealer in liquors—that is, one who 
keeps on hand intoxicating liquors for the purpose of sale or profit—to 
sell or give such minor any quantity of such drinks or liquors. The 
father, mother, or guardian, or employer is as much without authority 
to grant such permission as any other person. The right of action to 
recover exemplary damages is given them, because it is supposed they 
sustain special injury, but that they do, does not imply authority in 
them to foster and permit the evil the statute is intended to prevent and 
suppress. The statute is intended to protect society, as certainly as 
those who may have a personal interest in the minor, by reason 
of blood, or otherwise. The father. cannot suspend the statute! (494) 
_ There is no error. Let this opinion be certified to the Superior 
Court, according to law. It is so ordered. | 

Noerror, _ , | Affirmed. 


Cited: 8. v. McBrayer, 98 N. C., 621; 8. v. Walker, 103 N. ©., 414; 


8. v. Scoggins, 107 N. C., 961; 8. ‘ Best, 108 N. C., 749; AB. v. Kittelle, 
110 N. C., 561; 8. v. Bishop, 162 N. C, 554, 
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STATE v. J. N. TALBOT ET AL, 
Forcible Trespass. 


Although the entry on land in the possession of another be peaceable, yet if 
after entering the defendant, upon being ordered to leave, uses violent 
language and pursues the occupant to his house, he is guilty of forcible 
trespass. 


(S. v. Widenhouse, 71 N. C., 279; 8. v. Lloyd, 85 N. C.; 573; cited and ap- 
proved.) 


InpictMENT tried before Gilmer, J., and a jury, at November Term, 
1886, of CumperLaNp Superior Court. 

The defendants were tried and convicted upon an indictment charg- 
ing them with a forcible entry upon the premises of the prosecutor, 
P. N. Talbot, he being present and forbidding the same. 

It was in evidence that the defendants and two others were found by 
the prosecutor at work clearing off a ditch, which divided his field from 
that of the defendant, G. T. Talbot, the latter, if not both defendants, 
being on the prosecutor’s side, and using a grass blade or brier hook in 
removing the briers. He ordered them to desist and to leave, but they 
kept at work, and commenced to curse and abuse him, until he retreated 
back to his dwelling, the defendants following him with continued 
abuse, threatening and cursing, one with the brier-hook in his hands, up 

to the gate, some forty or fifty yards distant, where they re- 
(495) mained some ten minutes, still abusing, and then left without 

entering the gate. The prosecutor had been in possession of the 
premises for seven years, and had raised and cut a crop of oats from the 
field in June previous to September when all this occurred. 

In January of the same year, his father had given the land to de- 
fendant, G. T. Talbot, though the prosecutor continued to occupy it as 
before, and in February he had refused to surrender the possession or 
pay rent, until he received remuneration for improvements put upon the 
land. The testimony of the wife of the prosecutor as to what occurred 
at the gate, was corroborative of his, until she went into the house, 
fearing there would bea fight. 

The court was asked to charge that the evidence was insufficient to 
warrant a verdict of guilty, which was refused; and in answer to a 
request of the solicitor, the jury were instructed that if they believed 
the evidence, both defendants were guilty. Judgment was pronounced 
imposing a fine on each of the defendants, and therefrom they appeal. 


Attorney-General for the 8 tate. 


N. W. Ray for defendants. 
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Suiru, C. J., after stating the facts: The only aueeton presented is, 
do the facts sustain the charge? 

While the original entry, though so near the dwelling, was peaceful 
and without violence by one to whom the premises belonged, and in the 
absence of the prosecutor, yet the farther encroachment in pursuing him 
with menaces and abuse, even up to the yard gate, was in law sufficient 
to warrant the charge. It would have been scarcely more an entry for 
the defendants to have pursued the occupant into his yard, than it was 
by violence to push him up to its entrance; and it was a fresh aggression 
to pass with a strong hand over other parts of the field, when 
the prosecutor was present forbidding it, with demonstrations of (496) 
violence which intimidated and overcame resistance. 

The charge of the court is borne out by the adjudications in this 
Court; S. v. Widenhouse, 71 N. C., 279; S. uv. Lloyd, 85 N. C., 573. 

There is no error, and judgment must be affirmed. Let this be 
certified. 7 

No error. Affirmed. 


Cited: S. v. Lawson, 98 N. C., 762; 8. v. Gray, 109 N. C., 792; S. v. 
Webster, 121 N. C., 588; 8. uv. Jones, 170 N. C., 756; 8S. v. Tyndall, 192 
N. C., 561; 8. v. Fleming, 194 N. C., 43. 


STATE vy. GEORGE THOMPSON. 


Evidence—Arrest of Judgment. 


1. Where the defendant was indicted for setting fire to an outhouse, evidence 

' is competent to show that at the same time an attempt was made to fire a 

dwelling-house near it, the evidence directly connecting the defendant 
with the latter attempt. 


2. Where the defendant was indicted for burning an outhouse, it is competent 
to show threats made by him against the son and grandson of the owner 
of the house. 

8. The objection that there is a failure of proof, must be taken before verdict, 
and cannot be taken on a motion in arrest of judgment. 

4. Unquestioned evidence of possession is sufficient proof of ownership in an 
indictment for arson. 

(S. v. Rush, 12 Ired., 382; 8. v. Gailor, 71 N. C., 88; 8. v. Green, 92 N. C., 779; 

Aycock v. R. R., 89 N. C., 321; cited and approved.) 
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InpdIcTMENT, tried before Clark, J., and a jury, at Fall Term, 1886, 
of Onstow Superior Court. 
The facts appear in the opinion. 


(497) Attorney-General for the State. 
_ No counsel for defendant. 


Smitu, C. J. The defendant is charged with setting fire to and burn- 
ing an outhouse belonging to Charles Gerock, in an indictment contain- 
ing four counts, in two of which it is simply described as an Ourn Ouse, | 
and in the others with the superadded words, * ‘used as a kitchen.” The 
counts omit to aver the “intent thereby to injure or defraud,” which is 
an essential ingredient in the offense created under paragraph 6, of 
section 985, of The Code, but which are rendered unnecessary by the 
amendment of 1885, chapter 66, which strikes out those words. The 
defendant was tried and convicted before the jury, and these exceptions 
were taken during its progress, and brought up by the defendant’s appeal. 

I. The State, after objection made and overruled, was permitted to 
show that at the same hour, and on the same night when the outhouse 
was burned, the dwelling-house, some fifteen yards off, was also at- 
tempted to be set fire to, by means of fagots of wood, tied up with a rope 
belonging to the defendant, while both buildings had been saturated in 
places with kerosene oil. 

This evidence was received, as tending to show that the same person 
had fired both at the same time. 

II. In like manner, after objection, in order to show a motive, evi- 
dence was admitted, ‘of declarations of the defendant, made shortly 
before, of threats to do 3 injury to the son and grandson of the occupant 
of the premises. It was in proof that the father, Charles Gerock, and his 
wife, were old and decrepit, and lived by themselves, about a half mile 
from that son, who had himself several grown sons, and had a party at 
his house on that night. Another son resided still nearer to his threat- 
ented brother’s house, and the defendant lived nearer to that brother. 

| There was no error in admitting the evidence, which tended, 
(498) to what extent the jury was to decide, to identify the person who 

committed the outrage. The circumstances strongly pointed to a 
single agency, and with the ownership of the rope, with which the 
kindling materials were bound, to the defendant as the guilty author of 
both of the firings. The facts proved are parts of one continuing trans- 
action, and are but the development of the conduct of the person by 
whom the successive acts were done; 1 Whar. Cr. Law, sec. 649. The 
proof of threats directed against the son and grandson, from their near 
relationship to the owner of the burned house, was also relevant, though 
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perhaps feeble, in showing general ill-will to the family, and a motive 
for the act. S.v. Rush, 12 Ived., 882; 8. v. Gailor, 71 N. C., 88; 8. v, 
Green, 92 N. C., 779. 

The defendant moved in arrest of judgment, for that no proof had 
been offered of property in the alleged owner of the outhouse, other than 
possession. 

The exception, if properly taken, must be to the failure of the proof 
introduced to sustain the averments as to the ownership of the outhouse, 
and this must be on the trial. It is too late after verdict, and never 
furnishes cause for arresting judgment. 

But if the objection had been in apt time, it would have been over- 
ruled, because possession unquestioned, is sufficient evidence of property 
to warrant the verdict. This is ruled in S. «. Gatlor, ante; Aycock v. 
R. R., 89 N. C., 321. 

It may admit of question, if the facts be as stated in the case, that 
the house burned was “within the curtilage” and appurtenant to the 
dwelling-house occupied by the said Charles Gerock as his residence, 
whether the offense was not in law a capital felony, but the solicitor has 
chosen to put his accusation in a milder form, and his humanity leaves 
no just grounds of complaint of the charge or of the proof offered 


in its support. (499) 
There is no error, ane the judgment must be affirmed. 
No error. ;  . Affirmed. 


Cited: &. v. Weaver, 104 N. C., 761; 8. v. Rhodes, 111 N. C., 650; 
S. v. Jeffries, 117 N. C., 729; 8S. v. Lytle, ibid., 802; 8S. v. Danvel, 121 
N.C., 576; 8. v. Graham, tied: 628; S. v. Shines, 125 N. C., 7382; 8. v. 
Battle, 126 N. C., 1041; 8. ov. Adams, 138 N. C., 694; 8. x Sprouse, 
150 N. C., 861; Ss. v. ‘Clas, 173 N. C., 7455, Ss. Vv. cule 195 
N. C., 107. 


STATE vy, ALEXANDER SLOAN, 
Certrorari— J udge’s Charge—Case on Appeal—Jury—Challenge. 


1. A certiorari to correct a case on appeal will not be granted when it appears 
that the omissions complained of were not made by the judge by any inad- 
vertence or oversight, and there is no reason to believe that the trial 
judge would amend the case if given an opportunity. _ 


2. Where exception is taken that the judge refused certain prayers for in- 
struction, in preparing the case for this Court, the prayers for instruc- 
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tion, and so much of the evidence as bears upon them, should be set out in 
the case, and not merely a statement that the instructions asked were 
substantially given in the charge to the jury. 


3. The right to a jury de medietate lingue is not a pee of the common law, 
and has never obtained in this State. 


4, Where a negro is accused of crime, it is no cause of challenge to the array, 
that the special venire is composed entirely of whites, there being no 
charge of corruption or unfairness made against the sheriff. 


5. It cannot be assigned as error that the trial judge told the solicitor how 
many jurors he might put to the foot of the panel, it not being shown 
that it caused any harm to the prisoner. 

(Ware v. Nesbit, 92 N. C., 202; 8. v. Gay, 94 N. C., 821; 8S. v. Miller, ibid., 
902; 8. v. Gooch, ibid., 982; 8S. v. Benbow, 2 D. & B., 196; Capehart v. 
Stewart, 80 N. C., 101; cited and approved.) 


InpictMeNnt for murder, tried before Boykin, J., and a jury, at 
November Term, 1886, of Rowan Superior Court. 
There was a verdict of guilty, and from the judgment the 
(500) prisoner appealed. 
The facts appear in the opinion. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Samir, C. J. The prisoner is charged with murder; and upon his trial 
at November Term, 1886, of the Superior Court of Rowan, before the 
jury, was found guilty, and sentenced to suffer death. He appealed to 
this Court, and the transcript of the record was received and docketed on 
the 14th day of March thereafter. On 12 May his counsel made appli- 
eation for a writ of certcorari, looking to a conviction of the case, by 
adding a series of instructions, six in number, set out in the petition, 
which were asked and refused, and exception taken thereto. 

It is further stated that the judge, after reading them, not in the 
hearing of the jury, said that he thought he had charged substantially 
what was prayed for, and that im this he is mistaken. 

It 1s not suggested, however, but rather the contrary is to be inferred, 
that the omission complained of proceeded from inadvertence, and was 
not considered by the presiding judge, for.it appears the instructions 
were not inserted in the case, because he thought their substance was 
embraced in his general charge, and it was unnecessary to put them in 
the record. 

We do not approve of this method of Cree of such exceptions, 
since it leaves it in the breast of the judge to determine the substantial. - 
conformity of the one to the other, beyond the form of correction, should 
there be error, while both those asked and those given should be sent up, — 
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so that the Court could see if the variations are material, and might be 
such as the prisoner was entitled to have. But we must assume, 

as the judge himself says, that the instructions prayed were em- (501) 
bodied in the charge, and no harm has come to the prisoner from 

the refusal. 

Moreover, the petition is essentially deficient in not showing to this 
Court some sufficient reason for supposing the amendment will be made 
if again brought before the judge, and an opportunity given him to do 
so. Ware v. Nesbit, 92 N. C., 202; 8. v. Gay, 94 N. C., 821; 8. v. 
Miller, zbid., 902; S. v. Gooch, ea. 982. Besides, the addition ‘of the 
instructions as abstract propositions of law, would be unavailing, unless 
accompanied by the evidence in. its different aspects, so that their per- 
tinency to the facts could be seen, and this would involve the restatement 
of the case. 

_ The appheation must be denied and the merits of he appeal con- 
sidered. 

The indictment is for murder, on which the prisoner was tried, 
found guilty, and adjudged to suffer death, at November Term, 1886, 
of the Superior Court of Rowan. 

A special venere of fifty men was estumied by the sheriff, among 
whom were no persons of color, as was the prisoner, while the victim of 
his crime was a white man. There were in the county colored free- 
holders, intelligent, of good moral character, and qualified to serve as 
jurors. 2 

For this cause, and without imputing to the sheriff prejudice against, 
or favor for either the slain or the accused, or any improper uflnenée 
prompting his action in summoning the ‘urors, the prisoner’s counsel 
challenged the array, and the challenge was overruled. It seems to have 
been based upon the idea that the prisoner had a right to have jurors of 
his own color on the list from which the panel was to be formed, in 
analogy to the rule introduced under the statute 27 Elizabeth, by which 
an alien charged with felony was entitled to have a jury de medwetate 
lingue. But this was not a principle of the common law, and never had 
application to this country, whose population is so largely drawn 
from foreign countries. But the right of challenge for favor, (502) 
whether to the array or to individual jurors, is allowed, not to 
enable the party to select such as he may suppose to be favorable, but to 
get rid of obnoxious jurors, and have the panel constructed of such as 
are impartial and fair minded. 

Nor can the color line be recognized in the administration of criminal 
justice, for all are equal under the law; S. v. Benbow, 2 D. & B., 196, 
and cases cited in the note to Battle’s adition of the volume; Capehart v. 
Stewart, 80 N. C., 101. 
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In summoning jurors, the sheriff acts under a sense of official responsi- 
bility, and as was said in the case last cited, in reference to such dis- 
criminations, “the law knows no distinction among the people of the 
State, in their civil and political rights, and correspondent obligations, 
and none such should be recognized by those who are charged with its 
administration.” | 

The second exception is to the answer of the judge to an inquiry from 
the solicitor, as to how many jurors the State would be permitted after 
challenging for cause, to stand aside, and have the cause of challenge 
passed on after the perusal of the panel, as tending to prejudice the 
prisoner’s case before the jury. While this is not assignable for error, 
and the standing aside of jurors is mostly a matter of discretion, and we 
cannot see how its exercise has been prejudicial to the prisoner in the 
present case, in which the judge should not have committed himself as 
to the number to be put aside, but reserved that discretion, and inter- 
posed when he saw the State carrying the privilege to an unwarrantable 
and needless extent. But it does not appear that the permission has been 
abused, and if it had been, we have no doubt the court would have inter- 
fered and put a stop to it, for such abuse would have warranted a recall 

of the permission. -We understand the course pursued in this 
(503) case is not uncommon among the judges. 
We find no error in the record, and the judgment is affirmed. 

No error. Affirmed. 


Cited: Bank v. Bridgers, 114 N. ©C., 108; Riggan v. Sledge, 116 
N. C., 92. 


STATE v. F. M. BISANER. 


Ss heriff—C osts——Tawes—Variance. 


1. A sheriff is not entitled to the fee of fifty cents as for an executicn against 
each taxpayer, after the tax list is placed in his hands, but only becomes 
entitled to such fee, if at all, when he actually levi les and seizes property 
in order to collect the tax. , 


2. Where the defendant was indicted for extortion, and the bill re that 
it was done as tax collector, while the evidence showed that he was deputy 
sheriff, and collected taxes by virtue of this office, and not that of tax 
collector, the variance was held to be fatal. . 


8. Where the defendant was indicted for extortion in eollecting two dollars 
and thirteen cents as taxes, when only one dollar and sixty-three cents 
was due, and the evidence showed that he collected one dollar and sixty- 
three cents as taxes, and fifty cents as costs, the variance was held to be 
fatal. 
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InpIcTMENT, tried before Meares, J., and a jury, at February oe 
1887, of the criminal court of Mnoriexpore County. 

The indictment charges that the defendant, “being one of the sane 
tax collectors in and for the county and State aforesaid, duly appointed 
and qualified as such in conformity to law, to perform the duties of that 
office, not regarding the duties of that office, but contriving and intending 
one Robert Gray, to injure and oppress, on the said day aforesaid, by 
color of his said office, did knowingly, wilfully, corruptly and 
extortively, demand, take and receive from the said Robert Gray, (504) 
the sum of two dollars and thirteen cents, as the tax due to the | 
said county and State by the said Robert Gray, for the fiscal year com- 
mencing 1 June, 1886, and ending 1 June, 1887, whereas in truth and 
in fact, the tax poniptited against and owing by the said Robert Gray for 
the anid fiscal year amounted to one dollar and sixty-three cents, as he, 
the said F. M. Bisaner, then and there well knew, contrary,”’. ete. 

To this indictment the defendant pleaded not guilty. On the trial, the _ 
jury rendered a special verdict, from which it appeared, that the defend- 
ant was a deputy sheriff, qualified to collect taxes, and “was specially 
charged with the collection of certain poll taxes due and unpaid”’—that 
on 27 November, 1886, the agent of the prosecutor Gray “paid to the 
defendant $2.13,” of which “$1.63 was paid and recetved as the tax due 
from Gray, and fifty cents was demanded and received by defendant as a 
fee for collecting said tax,” and this was so paid by the agent. It was 
further found as a fact, that the defendant had been told that he was. 
entitled to such a fee, and he honestly believed he was so entitled, as did 
the agent. 

Upon the special verdict, the court directed a verdict of guilty to be 
entered, gave judgment for ‘the State, and the defendant appealed to this 


Court. 


ApeeneConati for the State. 
Platt D. Walker and A. Burwell for sep eathnk 


Merrrimon, J., after stating the facts: The statutory provision in 
question (Acts 1885, ch. 177, sec. 28) gives the tax list of county and 
State taxes, with the proper order of the county commissioners entered 
thereon as prescribed, “the force and effect of a judgment and execution » 
against the property of the person charged in such list,” when the same 
went into the hands of the sheriff or tax collector for collection, 
but this did not imply that it was to be treated as an execution (505) 
in the hands of the sheriff against each taxpayer, so as to entitle 
him at once and certainly to an execution fee of fifty cents, as in case of 
an execution in his hands, commanding him to collect the sum of money 
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therein specified, from one party for another named. There was no pro- 
vision that in terms or effect gave the sheriff such right. He, on receiving 
the tax list, at first held the same to permit the taxpayer to pay the taxes 
due from him without costs. The statute mentioned (section 87) re- 
quired him to “attend at the courthouse or his office in the county town 
during the months of September and November for the purpose of re- 
ceiving taxes,” and in like manner, “to attend at least one day during 
the month of October at some one or more places in each township,” of 
which notice should be given, to receive taxes—the obvious purpose 
being, to give taxpayers convenient opportunity to pay without cost. If 
any one of them should fail to pay voluntarily, then the sheriff becomes 
authorized to seize and sell the property of the delinquent, to make the 
sum of money required, and in case of such seizure and sale, he becomes 
entitled, if at all, to an execution fee, because, in that case, the “tax 
list” served the purpose of an ordinary execution. So it is clear that 
the defendant had no right to demand and receive from the prosecutor 
the fee of fifty cents. But the present revenue law expressly provides 
that the sheriff shall have such fee in case of levy and sale of property to 
pay taxes. | 

We think, however, that the court erred in directing the verdict of 
guilty to be entered, upon the ground that the charge made in the indict- 
ment was not proven substantially as made. The charge was that the 
defendant, “being one of the special tax collectors in and for the county . 
and State aforesaid,” etc. The proof was that the defendant was a 
deputy sheriff, qualified to collect taxes and account for the same to the 

sheriff. A tax collector is an officer whose sole duty it is to collect 
(506) the State and county taxes, and a special tax collector is one 

appointed in the place of the sheriff, in case he fails to qualify 
himself to collect the same. 

It may be, the defendant went to trial under his plea of not guilty, 
prepared to defend himself against the charge made against him as 
special tax collector, but not as deputy sheriff. Moreover, if he should 
be indicted as deputy sheriff for the extortion charged upon him in this 
action, he could not plead his conviction or acquittal in this action, in 
that, because, the two charges would be different, not simply in form, 
but in substance. | | 

Further, the charge was that the defendant collected from the prose- 
—eutor two dollars and thirteen cents as the tax due from him to the 
county and State for the fiscal year of 1886-87, whereas, the tax so due. 
from him was but one dollar and sixty-three cents, etc. The proof was 
that the defendant demanded and collected but one dollar and sixty-three 
cents as tax so due, and in addition thereto, fifty cents as and for his fee, 
which he claimed he had a right to collect. Now the charge as made is 


390 


N.Q] FEBRUARY TERM, 1887. 


STATE v. GODFREY, 


so materially different from that proven, as that a conviction or acquittal 
in this action could not be pleadees in a subsequent action for extorting 
‘fifty cents as a fee. : 

The defendant is charged as a special tax collector with extortion in 
collecting more money as taxes for the county and State than was due 
from the prosecutor; the proof was that he, as deputy sheriff, collected 
the exact amount so due, but unlawfully collected a fee for himself of 
fifty cents not due. 

The offense charged and that proven, though similar in their nature, 
were so distinctively different as to the material facts of each, as that 
they were not the same, but distinct offenses in contemplation of law. 
The court ought, therefore, to have directed a verdict of not guilty to be 

entered, and given judgment for the defendant. 
_ There is error. Let this opinion be certified to the Superior (507) 
Court according to law. It is so ordered. 

Error. | Reversed. 


Cited: 8. v. Pritchard, 107 N. C., 927. 


STATE v. STEPHEN M. GODFREY. 
Injury to Investock—Construction of Statutes. 


1. In order to complete the offense of injury to livestock, it is not necessary 
that the offense should be consummated within the enclosure not sur- 
rounded by a lawful fence, for if it is begun therein and completed outside 

_ of such enclosure, the offense is complete. 

2. So, where the defendant set his dogs on a cow who was in a field not sur- 
rounded by a lawful fence, and the dogs chased and worried her both 
within the field and also outside of it; Jt was held, that the defendant 
was not entitled to an instruction to the jury that unless the cow was 
injured in the field he would not be guilty. 

3. If in such case, the cow had been gently driven out of the field, and ane 
the injury inflicted, the case would be different. 

4. While criminal statutes must be strictly construed, yet they must be con- 
strued so as to give effect to their plain meaning when this appears. 


InpictMEnt for injury to livestock, tried before Shipp, J., and a jury, 
at Fall Term, 1886, of Herrrorp Superior Court. 

On the trial, the ‘evidence was, that the cow charged in the indictment 
to have been injured, was in the field of the defendant, which was not 
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enclosed by a lawful fence five feet high; that the defendant set his 
three dogs at the cow to drive her out; that the dogs chased her through 
the field, and bit her legs; that she went into the road, followed by the 
' dogs, and while in the road, the defendant took the largest dog 
(508) off the cow, while he was biting her on the fore leg; the ear was 
badly bitten and torn, and the fore leg injured. The witness 

could not say whether she was injured in the field or not. 

The defendant asked the court to charge the jury, that unless the cow 
was injured in the field, he would not be guilty, and that there was no 
evidence to go to the jury that she was injured inside the field. This 
instruction the court declined to give, but told the jury that “if the dogs 
were set upon the cow by the defendant, as stated by the witness, to 
drive her from a field not surrounded by a lawful fence, and the dog bit 
her in the field, but did her no actual injury until he got into the road, 
that the defendant would be guilty, if he set the dogs upon the cow il 
fully, and thus injured her after she had gotten into the road.” 

There was a verdict of guilty, and thereupon, a motion for a new trial 
was made, which was denied. The court gave judgment against the 
defendant, and he appealed to this Court. | 


Attorney-General for the-State:-°- ~~ 
No counsel for defendant. 


Merrimon, J.,-after stating the facts: We think the instructions of 
the court given to the jury were proper, reasonable and just. The statute 
(The Code, sec. 1003) violated provides that, “If any person shall wil- 
fully and unlawfully kill or abuse any horse, mule, hog, sheep or other 
cattle, the property of another, in any enclosure not surrounded by a 
lawful fence, such person shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, and fined or 
imprisoned at the discretion of the court: Provided, that this section 
shall not apply to any county or territory where the stock law prevails.” 
Its obvious purpose is to prohibit and prevent every person from unlaw- — 

fully and wilfully killing and abusing livestock not his own, but 

(509) that of another, that may get into, and trespass upon enclosures 

- not surrounded and protected by a lawful fence, while so tres- 

passing. This is the mischief to be suppressed. This purpose would 

not be accomplished in this and like cases, if the statute should be so 

narrowly construed as to mean that no offense is committed, unless the 
abuse complained of should be consummated inside of the enclosure. 

If the attack resulting in abuse and injury, is begun inside and com- 
pleted just outside, then no offense is committed! So narrow an inter- — 
pretation cannot be allowed, 1f one more in harmony with the reason and 
purpose of the statute can be adopted. Criminal and penal statutes, as 
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well as others, must receive such reasonable construction as will effectu- 
ate their purpose when this appears. : 

- The defendant’s enclosure was not surrounded by a lawful fence. He 
was, therefore, in default, and being so, when the cow of the prosecutrix 
got into his field, he should have gently driven her out of it without 
abusing or injuring her. This he did not do, but on the contrary set his 
dogs at her, and they chased her through the field, and bit her legs; she 
ran out into the road, where the dogs still pursuing her, bit her ear 
badly, and the defendant took off the largest dog that was biting her on 
the leg, which was injured. 

It was a violation of the letter of the statute to thus set three dogs 
upon, chase and harass the cow inside of the enclosure, but if there 
could be any doubt as to this, surely to chase her through and out of the 
field, and just outside of the fence, let the dogs bite, worry, injure and 
_abuse her as described by the evidence, was a violation of the reasonable 
and just meaning of it. Such abuse of the cow was the result of one 
continuous attack upon her, begun inside and completed just outside of 
the enclosure, and the attack was made because she got inside of the 
field not surrounded by a lawful fence. The purpose of this 
statute is to prevent such abuse in such case, in the absence of a (510) 
lawful fence, 

If the cow had been driven gently fea the field, and then, outside of 
it she had been abused, the case would be different. | 

There is no error. Let this opinion be certified to the Superior Court 
according to law. It is so ordered. 7 

No error. | | Affirmed. , 


STATE vy. E. W. RAY anp W. A. ANDERSON, 
_ Judgment—J udges—J urrisdiction. 
1. Whether a judge can grant a judgment taxing a county with the payment 
of costs, at Chambers and in vacation, quere. 


2. The resident judge of a district has no other powers within such’ district 
in vacation, than any other judge of the Superior Court. Ji 


(Bear v. Cohen, 65 N. C., 511: Myers v. Hamilton, ibid., 567; Morriss v. White- 
head, ibid., 687; Howse v. Mauney, 66 N. C., 221; Corbin v. Berry, 83 
UN. C., 27; Galbreath v. Everett, 85 N. C., 546; cited and approved.) | 


Morton to tax costs, heard before Avery, J., at Chambers, in Morgan- 
ton, on 5 January, 1886. 

It appears that E. W. Ray and W. A. Anderson” were indicted in the 
Superior Court of the county of Mitchell for the crime of murder. The 
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action was removed to the Superior Court of the county of Caldwell for 
trial, which was there had. Ray was convicted of manslaughter, and 
Anderson of murder. Afterwards they escaped and fled the country. 
The costs of the prosecution were considerable, and the convicted parties 

were insolvent. Parties claiming costs in the action, gave notice 
(511) of a motion to be made before a judge at Chambers, to tax the 

costs of the action against the county of Mitchell. | 

At Chambers, on 14 November, 1885, the judge made an order in the 
action mentioned above, requiring the commissioners of the county of 
Mitchell to show cause on 21 December, 1885, before him at Chambers, 
in Morganton, “why the county of Mitchell shall not be adjudged to pay 
the costs in the above entitled cases.’ 

Notice of this order was served upon the commissioners of the last 
named county. 

On 21 December, 1885, at Chambers, the motion mentioned above was 
continued, to be hoard at Chambers, in Morganton, on 5 January, 1886, 
at which time the judge gave a ENN whereof the following is a 
copy : 

“Tt appearing to the satisfaction of the court, that notices were duly 
served on the commissioners of Mitchell County, to show cause why the 
county of Mitchell should not be adjudged to pay the costs in the above 
case, at Chambers, in Morganton, before me on 21 December, 1885, and 
said cause having been continued until today, to give said commissioners 
further time to answer, and no answer being filed; and it appearing that 
the felonies for which the defendants were indicted were committed in 
Mitchell County, and that said costs were incurred in said cause by the 
State, and that defendants have broken jail, and have not been retaken, 
and that the said defendants are insolvent, and said bills of costs having 
been duly approved by the solicitor, it is now, on motion, ordered and 
adjudged, that the county of Mitchell pay said costs, as taxed by the 
clerk.” 

Afterwards, at the Spring Term, 1886, of the Superior Court of the 
county of Caldwell, the commissioners of the county of Mitchell moved 
to strike out or set de the judgment above set forth, upon the ground 
that the judge had no authority to make the same in vacation at 
| Chambers; and the further ground, that it is irregular, and sug- 
(512) gested upon affidavit, that numerous items of cost, amounting to 

a large sum of money, had been improperly taxed in the bill of 
costs, ete. 

The court denied this motion, upon the ground that it had no author- 
ity to grant it, and gave judgment accordingly, from which the commis- 
sioners appealed to this Court. 
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Chas. M. Busbee for Mitchell County. 
‘No counsel contra. 


-Merrimon, J., after stating the facts: It is very questionable whether 
any judge could, at Chambers, and out of term time, grant a judgment 
like that in question here purports to be, without the consent of the 
parties, but we need not now decide that question, for, if he could, we 
think the particular judge who undertook to grant this one had not 
authority to do so. 

This Court takes judicial notice of the Sajal districts of the hte 
and what counties each embraces, and also of where the several judges 
of the Superior Courts are, in the course of their ridings, and in the 
course of the discharge of their official duties respectively. This is so, 
because these matters are regulated by public statutes. Although the 
judges may exchange particular courts in their respective districts with 
the sanction of the Governor, still the presumption is, that each is in the 
particular district to which the law assigns him, and if the contrary is 
the fact, it must in a proper way be made to appear. 

It appears from the record, that the judge of, and residing in the 
Tenth Judicial District, gave the judgment, which the appellant insists 
is void or irregular, on 5 January, 1885, at Chambers, in Morganton, in 
the county of Burke, which county is in and forms part of that district. 
At the time this sideman was given, regularly and properly, 
the judge who gave it had authority in the discharge of his (513) 
official duties in the Eleventh Judicial District, and not in the 
Tenth. The statute (Acts 1885, ch. 180, sec. 2) redistricting the State, 
provided that the judge of the Tenth District should ride the Fall circuit 
thereof of 1885, and thereafter he should “ride the cireuits and hold the 
courts of the several districts in the order of their numbers in rotation” ; 
and section 8 of the same statute provides, that “the judge riding any 
Spring circuit shall hold all the courts which fall between January and 
June, both inclusive; and the judge riding any Fall circuit shall hold all 
the courts which fall between July and December, both inclusive.” 

The wholesome purpose of the statutory provisions just cited is, to 
establish order, and prevent confusion in the exercise of judicial author- 
ity by the judges of the Superior Courts. Each one is assigned to and 
knows the territorial subdivision of the State within which, for a stated 
period of time, he may exercise his general authority as judge, and he is 
not authorized to exercise his ordinary jurisdictional power elsewhere. 
' The first period in each year begins on the first day of January, and © 
ends on.the thirtieth day of June inclusive—the second begins the first 
_ day of July, and ends the thirty-first day of December, inclusive. This 
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is the just and reasonable import of the statute, and thus the periods are 
made certain and definite. 

The judgment in question was one to be granted or sefased by the 
judge in the ordinary exercise of his judicial authority—it was not 
extraordinary and exceptional, and did not come within that class of 
cases and matters as to which the judge has jurisdiction anywhere and 
| everywhere 1 in the State, as in the case of granting a restraining order, 
and in the like cases. 

That each judge of the Superior Court re general jurisdiction only 
in the judicial district to which he is assigned by the statute, except in 

case of the exchange of courts with another judge, or of special 
(514) commission to hold a special term of court in a particular county, 

seems to have been understood as the Jaw ever since the present 
system of judicature in this State was established. Bear v. Cohen, 65 
N. C., 511; Myers v. Hamilton, ibid., 567; Morriss v. Whitehead, ibid., 
637 ; Howse v. Mauney, 66 N. C., 991: Corbin v. Berry, 83 N. C., at; 
Galbreath v. Hverett, 85 N. C., 546. 

It follows that the judge had no jurisdiction to grant the supposed 
judgment of which the appellants complain. It was therefore void, and 
should have been so declared by the court below. — 

The motion of the appellees pending before the judge of the Tenth 
Judicial District at the time he passed into the Eleventh, should have 
been left to be disposed of by his successor. | 

There is error. The order appealed from must be reversed, and fur- 
ther proceedings had in the matter of the motion, according to law. To 
that end, let this opinion be certified to. the Superior Court: It is so 
ordered. 

Error. Reversed. 


Cited: Anthony v. Estes, 99 N. C., 599; S. v. Snow, 1d 7 NS Cn 716 * 
Moore v. Moore, 181 N. C., 372, 873; Ward v. Agrillo, 194 N. C., 322. 


STATE v. LAFAYETTE NASH. 
Tiquors—Prohibition Laws—S pecial Verdict. 
1. Where a special verdict is returned, no appeal lies until there has been a 


- judgment entered on the verdict. 


2, Under the provisions of chapter 32 of The Code, the sale of domestic wine 
 : is not prohibited. 
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3. It is intimated that the provision of chapter 32 of The Code, allowing the — 
sale of home-made wine, while prohibiting that raised in other States, is 
unconstitutional. 


4, Where an act made the sale of wines imported from other States a misde- 
meanor, but allowed the sale of domestic wine; Jt was held, that although 
the provision in regard to domestic wine might be unconstitutional, yet it . 
did not make the sale of such wines a misdemeanor under the act, but 
that the provision in regard to foreign wines might be inoperative. 


5. Quere, whether an act which forbids the sale of spirituous liquors, ineludes 
in its inhibition the sale of vinous and malt liquors. 


(S. v. Lockyear, 95 N. C., 638; cited and approved.) 


Inpictment, heard before Philips, J., and a jury, at July (515) 
Criminal Term, 1886, of Wake Superior Court. 

The defendant is charged with selling spirituous liquors in a township 
in which prohibition prevails, in violation of section 3116 of The Code. 
Upon the trial of his plea of not guilty, the jury rendered a special 
verdict in these terms: “At an election regularly called and held in 
Raleigh Township, in said county, on the first Monday in June, 1886, 
under the provisions of chapter 32, Vol. 2, of The Code, to ascertain 
whether spirituous hquors might be sold in said township, a majority of 
the qualified voters of said township voted tickets on which was written 
the word, “Prohibition”; and that no election has since been held re- 
versing said election, and the result of said election in favor of prohibi- 
tion was duly declared by lawful authority two days thereafter. 

“That on 15 July, 1886, the defendant sold to the witness for the 
State, who was of full age, a corked and sealed bottle of wine, manufac- 
tured in this State, from grapes raised in this State and containing no 
foreign admixture of spirituous liquor, but deriving its ardent spirit 
from vinous fermentation only, and the same was not sold to be drunk on 
the premises where sold, and was not drunk thereon. 

“Tf, upon these facts, the court be of opinion that the defendant is 
guilty, then the jury so find for their verdict; but if the court 
be of a contrary opinion, then the jury for their verdict find the (516) 
defendant not guilty.” | 
The court adjudged the defendant not to be guilty, and the State 
appealed. | 


Attorney-General for the State. 
EL. Kk. Stamps and R. T. Gray for defendant. 


Suiru, C. J., after stating the facts: The record has the same defect _ 
that was found to exist in the case of 9. v. Lockyear, 95 N. C., 633, and 
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must be disposed of in the same manner. The action of the court per- 
fects the verdict by removing that which made it conditional, and as in 
case of a general verdict, calls for a Judgment discharging the defendant, 
if there are no other charges against him requiring a further detention. 

The argument has been, however, upon the merits, the habiltty of the 
defendant to a criminal prosecution upon the facts found; and as the 
question is one of public interest and ought to be settled, we will proceed 
to express the conclusion at which we have arrived, as was done in the © 
former case. 

The section (3116) which makes the selling of any “spirituous hquor” 
within a prohibited district a misdemeanor, is part of chapter 32 of The 
Code, and the first section thereof (3110), in express terms, sanctions 
the sale of “wines from grapes, blackberries, currants, gooseberries, rasp- 
berries and strawberries manufactured in this State from fruit raised in 
the State,” when “sold in bottles corked or sealed up and not to be drunk 
on the premises,” and which wines do not “contain any foreign admix- 
ture of spirituous liquors” and “derive their ardent spirit from vinous ~ 
fermentation.” | 

The special verdict finds all the conditions necessary for exoneration 
in the act imputed as criminal. The statute does not, therefore, punish 
the act of the defendant, and, as modified, has no application to what he 

did. The Attorney-General urges that this qualifying portion of 

(517) the enactment is in conflict with the Constitution of the United 
States in discriminating in favor of home products, and, there- 

fore, being void, leaves the other section in operation. But these conse- 
quences do not follow. The discrimination may be inoperative when it 
affects injuriously the interests and rights of those who undertake to 
dispose of similar products of other States introduced into this, but it 
cannot lop off an essential exception or qualification of the penal statute, 
and leave the penal part of it in force. It must stand or fall in the form 
which the legislative will has assumed, and the sale of such wines as are 
_ described is not prohibited. The invalidity of an essential interwoven 
part of the enactment may avoid it altogether, where it is sought to be 
enforced against one who sells similar wines manufactured in another | 
State, but this unauthorized discrimination cannot, in disregard of the 
legislative intent, render that an offense not made such in the act itself. 

The argument at the bar has been principally directed to an inquiry 
as to the meaning of the term “spirituous liquors,” in which we do not 
propose to follow, further than to say, the inclination of our opinion, in 
construing this penal enactment in connection with the use of the words 
in other parts of The Code, is to confine it to such liquors as are formed 
from distillation, and not to extend it to such as generate alcohol by 
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vinous fermentation only, according to the définitions given both by Dr. 
Webster and Dr. Worcester in their dictionaries. But we leave the point 
undecided, and open for a fuller consideration, when it shall be directly 
presented and require determination. — 

But the appeal must be dismissed, and this will be certified for final 
judgment in the court below. 

Dismissed. 


Cited: 8. v. Giersch, 98 N. C., 727; Guilford v. Georgia, Co., 109 
N. C., 318; Hosmtal v. Florence Mills, 186 N. C., 555. 
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ACCEPTANCE. 

1, Where a commission merchant wrote to his customer that a certain 

amount was due him and that he might draw for it, which letter the 

customer showed to the plaintiff who took the drafts on its credit, but 

the commission merchant afterwards refused to accept it, when the 

plaintiff sued both the drawer and the commission merchant: It was 

held, that the liability of both was ew contractu, and if the amount 

was under two hundred dollars a justice had jurisdiction. Nimocks v. 
Woody, 1. 


2: Where such letter was written on 29 March, and draft was drawn on 
4 April, it is not such delay as will discharge the drawees, it not ap- 
pearing that any harm had come to them by the delay. Lobid. 


3. A letter written to the drawer within a reasonable time before or after 
the date of a bill of exchange, describing it in terms not to be mis- 
taken, and promising to accept it, is, if shown to the person who takes 
the bill on the credit of the letter, a virtual acceptance, and binds the 
person who makes the promise, even although there be no funds in his 
hands belonging to the drawer, if the bill. be drawn payable at a 
fixed time, and not at or after sight. Jbtd. 


4, If in such case, the bill be drawn payable at or after sight, and is for 
the entire amount named in the Ietter, the payee can maintain an 
action against the drawee as the equitable assignee of the fund; as 
it seems in such case the drawee would not be liable as acceptor, 
unless the draft was drawn in precise accordance with the terms of 
the letter. Ibid, 


ACCOMPLICE. 


1. A conviction upon the uncorroborated evidence of an accomplice is 
legal, although it is the almost universal custom of trial judges to 
instruct juries that they should be cautious in convicting on such 
evidence. 8S. v, Afiller, 484. 


-2, The corroboration of an accomplice ought to be as to some matter, the 
truth or falsehood of which goes to BEOves or disprove the offense 
charged against the prisoner. Ibid. 


ACTION TO RECOVER LAND. 


1. Where the complaint in an action against several defendants to recover 
land described the locus in quo as several tracts adjoining each other 
and situated in the counties of Cumberland and Bladen, of which the 
defendants are in possession and wrongfully withhold from the plain- 
tiffs: Jt was held, that under this allegation, the Superior Court of 
Cumberland had jurisdiction. Thames v. Jones, 121. | 


2. One tenant in common may sue without joining his cotenants for the 
recovery of.the possession of the common property. Jbid. 
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ACTION TO RECOVER LAND—Continued. 
3. Where in an action to recover land, the plaintiff s°ts out his claim of 


10. 


11. 


12. 


title, the allegations in this resBect cannot render the complaint de- 
mur rable on the ground that it joins several distinct causes of action. 
Lbid. 


. Where in an action to recover several tracts of land, in the separate 


possession of several defendants, the complaint does not allege of 
which tract each defendant is in possession: Jt was held, that it con- 
stituted no ground for demurrer. Jbid. 


. The map of a city or town, which is adopted and recognized by the 


municipal authorities as correct, is competent evidence to establish 
the location of a lot in the city. Davidson v. Arledge, 172. 


. In order to show title out of the State by a possession for thirty years, 


it is not necessary to show any privity between the different occu- 
pants. Ibid. 


. Where there is a dispute as to the dividing line between two adjoining 


tracts, the acts and admissions of the adjoining proprietors recogniz- 
ing one line as the true one, are evidence of its location when the 
line is unfixed and uncertain, but where it is well ascertained such acts 
and admissions are not competent evidence either to change the line 
or to estop the party from setting up the true line. Ibid. 


. It seems, that such acts will entitle the losing party to recover the value 


of the improvements he may have put on the land in good faith. 
Fbid, 


. Where after finding judgment in the Supreme Court, it was suggested 


that since the date to which the referee’s report settled the rights and 
liabilities of the parties, the plaintiff had remained in possession of 
the land and become liable for additional rents: Jt was held, that the 
right could not be enforced in this action, but the defendant must 
bring a new action to ascertain the amount of such additional lia- 
bility. Pearson v. Carr, 194. , 


Under the former practice, in an action of ejectment or trespass, dam- 
ages were awarded only up to the time of bringing the action, but 
under the present system, they are recoverable up to the time of the 
trial. bid, 


The fact that one of the parties listed the land in controversy for taxa- 
tion, and paid the taxes assessed, before there was any controversy 
about it, and that the other did not, are admissible in evidence to be 
considered by the jury, with other evidence, tending to show the claim 
of title to, and possession of the land by the parties, and their acts 
and conduct towards it. Austin v. King, 339. 


The tax lists are admissible in evidence to show these facts. J did. 


ADMINISTRATOR. 


1, 


An action must be brought against an executor or administrator by a 
creditor, legatee or next of kin of the decedent within six years after 
the filing of the final account, or it will be barred by the statute. 

_ Andres v. Powell, 155. 
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2. The rule announced by Syme v. Badger, 96 N. C., 197, affirmed that a 
suit by a creditor to subject the descended land in the hands of the 
heir to the payment of the ancestor’s debts is barred, if not brought 
within seven years after grant of administration and advertisement 
for creditors. bid. 


3. When an issue was as to assets in the hands of an administrator to 
pay debts of the intestate, it was not erroneous for the court to refuse 
to allow execution to issue de bonis propriis before such issue was 
tried. Dickerson v. Wilcoxon, 309. 


ADVERSE POSSESSION. (See Possession.) 


AGENT. 


1. An agent, to bind : a principal under seal, must have sinodiey conferred 
by a writing under seal; and a sealed instrument which is changed by 
an agent who hag no authority by writing under seal, has no force to 
bind the principal. Humphreys v. Finch, 303. | 


2. When a principal verbally authorizes an agent to fill up with a specific 
sum a blank in a bond, left with him for that purpose, and then to 
deliver it in its completed form and obtain money on it, and another 
person acting in good faith and with no knowledge of these facts 
advances money on such bond, such principal is estopped from setting 
up the defense of want of authority in the agent, and denying his lia- 
bility on the bond. Ibid. | 


3. But if such bond were invalid, this would not invalidate the act of 
borrowing, which was thus authorized, nor remove the liability thus 
incurred by those whose names are subscribed to the bond and on 
whose credit the borrowing took place; and this is hardly a departure 
from the form of demand in this action. Ibid. 


AGREEMENT OF COUNSEL. 


1. No agreement of counsel will be fenaninea unless in writing and stoned 
by both parties. Simmons v. Mfg. Co., 89. 


AMENDMENT. 


1. Where a suit in equity was pending in the Supreme Court at the time 
of the adoption of the present system of procedure, the Superior 
Courts are the proper tribunals to proceed with the cause, and this 
Court can make no order in it, except to remand the papers. White v. 
Butcher, 7. , | 


2. Where in such case, a decree had been made in this Court settling the 
rights of the parties, and only the final accounts remained to be taken, 
the Superior Courts cannot allow amended pleadings to be filed, or the 
rights of the parties as settled by the decree to be varied, but must 
proceed with the cause in accordance with the decree. Ibid. 


8. If a statute creating an offense is amended in any important particular, 
a bill of indictment for an offense committed before the act was 
amended, but which was found after the passage of the amending act, 
should charge the offense under the old act, and continue an averment 
that the offense was committed before the amendment was passed. 
S. v. Massey, 465. 
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4. Where a statute only undertakes to amend one already on the statute 
| books, it will be presumed that it did not intend to repeal it, unless 
there is an express repealing clause. Jbdid. | 


ANSWER. 


1. Where a statute giving a right of action contains a proviso, the plain- 
tiff need not negative it, but if the case falls within the proviso the 
defendant must set it up in the answer. Wadsworth v. Stewart, 116. 


2. The defendant, in his answer, commingles the facts which he relies on 
both as ground for a rescission of the contract, sued by by plaintiff, 
and also as constituting a counterclaim: Held, that when relied on 
as ground for rescission of the contract, these facts were deemed to 
be denied without replication. Stanion v. Hughes, 3818. 


3. Under an order of reference, by consent, containing directions to the 
referee to ascertain what sums the clerk and master had received, 
when received, and a further provision that “his decision of the law 
is open to revision in this and other courts having jurisdiction,” it is 
competent for the defendant to set up the presumption of payment 
from lapse of time, notwithstanding no answer was filed. Kerlee v. 
Corpening, 330. 


APPEAL. 


1. Where the motion for a new trial is addressed to the discretion of the 
trial judge, his-action is not the subject of review on appeal. Jones 
v7. Parker, 33. 


2. An appeal will not be dismissed because there is no statement of the 
case or assignment of error, as neither is necessary to perfect the 
appeal, but if no error appears in the record in such case, the judg- 
ment will be affirmed. Simmons v. Mfg. Co., 89. 


3. The objection of the want of jurisdiction, or that the eon oiaint does 
not state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action, may be made 
in the Supreme Court for the first time, although no error whatever 
is assigned in the record. Ibid. | 


4, The appeal will be dismissed when it does not appear in the record that 
an appeal was taken, If bid, 


5. Where a paper appeared in the transcript, purporting to be the case 
on appeal, but it was signed only by the appellant’s counsel, and there 
was nothing to show that it had been served on the appellee or his 
counsel, or that either of them had ever seen it, it will not be con- 
sidered. Ibid. 


6. No agreement of counsel will be recognized, unless in writing and 
signed by both parties. Ibid. : 


7. No order of reference can be made to ascertain any facts taking place 
after the final judgment. Pearson v. Carr, 194. 


8. After final judgment in the Supreme Court, the Superior Court has no 
power to order a further reference, or to take any action in the cause. 
Ibid. 
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9. 


10. 


11. 
oad, 
13. 


14. 


16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 


20, 


21, 


So, where after finding judgment in the Supreme Court, it was sug- 
gested that since the date to which the referee’s report settled the 
rights and liabilities of the parties, the plaintiff had remained in pos- 
session of the land and become liable for additional rents: It was 
held, that the right could not be enforced in this action, but the 
defendant must bring a new action to ascertain the amount of such 
additional liability. Ibid. 


Where the Supreme Court has passed upon the effect of record and 
documentary evidence in one appeal and remanded the case for a hew 
trial, it is not error for the trial judge to refuse to submit an issue to 
be found only on such evidence, when it was declared by this Court 
to be insufficient for that purpose. McMillan v. Baker, 197. 


The ruling of the Supreme Court in such case is not res judicata. 
—<Lbid. 


Where there is a verdict in favor of the appellee, the Supreme Court 
ean only award a new trial for error committed on the trial before 
the jury, and cannot reform the verdict or give final judgment = the 
appellant. Lbid. 


An appeal which is docketed in the Supreme Court at any time during 


the term next after it was taken, is in time, and will not be dismissed, 
except as provided by Rule 2, par. 8. Rollins v. Love, 210. 


If the appeal is not docketed before the cali of the district in which it 
belongs, the appellee may move to docket and dismiss under Rule 2, 
par, 8. Ibid. 


ie appeal will not be dismissed because of defects in the waders 


on appeal, unless the provisions of chapter 121, Laws of 1887, are ob- 
served. Jbid, 


Ag this statutory regulation only affects the procedure, the Legislature 
had power to make its terms applicable to appeals pending at the time 
of its passage. Ibdéd. 


Where a judgment is rendered against two defendants, one only of 
whom appeals, the appeal does not vacate the judgment as to the de- 
fendant who does not appeal. Ibid. 


Where two defenses are pleaded, and the court below gives judgment 
for the defendant on one of them without trying the other, which 
judgment is reversed on appeal, the case will be remanded in order 
that the other defense may be tried. Setzer v. Setzer, 252. 


No appeal lies from a judgment setting aside a verdict because it is 
against the weight of evidence. Stanton v. Hughes, 318. 


No appeal lies from the refusal of a judge to grant a new trial for 
newly discovered evidence. S. v. Starnes, 423. 


Where in a criminal proceeding, the prisoner appealed from the judg- 
ment, which was affirmed by the Supreme Court, and upon receiving 
the certificate of the judge of the Superior Court passed the same 
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sentence which had before been imposed, from which the defendant 
again appealed, but without assigning any error or showing any new 
facts, the appeal will be dismissed. 8S. v. Miller, 450. 


22. The State has no appeal from a judgment releasing a, prisoner in a 
habeas corpus, Ibid, 451. 


23. Where a defendant has lost his appeal, but is granted a writ of cer- 
tiorari in lieu thereof, the granting of the writ has the effect of an 
appeal to a stay of execution, and if the offense be bailable, he is en- 
titled to bail. 8S. v. Walters, 489, 


24. Where a special verdict is returned, no appeal lies until there has been 
a judgment entered on the verdict. 8S. v. Nash, 514. 


APPHAL—ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR. 


1. Where issues are submitted which are not raised by the uiendings aaie: 
out objection in the court below, objection cannot be made to them 
for the first time in this Court, and the findings must stand. Porter 
vo. R. R. Co., 66, 


2. An appeal will not be dismissed because there is no sistement of the 
case or assignment of error, as neither is necessary to perfect the 
appeal, but if no error appears in the record in such case, the judg- 
ment will be affirmed. Simmons v. Mfg. Co., 89. 


8. The objection of the want of jurisdiction, or that the complaint does 
not state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action, may be made 
in the Supreme Court for the first time, although no error whatever 
is assigned in the record. Jbid. 


4, Unless errors are assigned in the record expressly or by necessary im- 
plication, the judgment will be affirmed. Dupree v. Tuten, 94.. 


5. While a judgment may be irregular or erroneous, yet if no objection is 
made to it on that particular ground, it will not be reversed. Brooks . 
v. Brooks, 136. 


6. Where neither the record nor the case on appeal shows any exception 
or assignment of error, the judgment will be affirmed. Carroll v. 
Barden, 191, 


7. Where the assignment of error to the judge’s charge to the jury, was 
“that the appellant excepted to the whole charge and especially to 
the instruction on the third issue’: J¢ wes held, that such assignment 
of error was improper. Barber v. Roseboro, 192. 


8. Even if improper evidence is admitted, the error is cured if the trial 
judge in his charge an Steuets the jury not to consider it. Bridgers v. 
Dill, 222. 


9. Where relief may be had in a pending action, it must be sought by a | 

~ motion in that cause, and if a new action is brought it will be dis- 
missed by the court ex mero motu, if the objection is not taken by the 
defendant. Hudson v. Coble, 260. 


10. Where any part of the judge’s charge is excepted to, the exception 
should point out specifically wherein the error consists. Boggan v. 
Horn, 268. 
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11. Where at the commencement of the trial certain issues were ree 
upon by the parties to the action, but subsequently the court sub- 
stituted others without objection: Held, that, after verdict an excep- 
tion that such issues were not properly submitted came too late. 
Phifer v. Alexander, 335. : 


12. It eannot be assigned as error that the trial judge told the solicitor 
how many jurors he might put to the foot of the panel, it not being 
‘shown that it caused any harm to the prisoner. 8S. v. Sloan, 499. 


APPEAL—CASBE. 


1. Where there is a conflict between the record and the case on appeal, 

, the record must prevail, but where matters are stated in the case, in 

regard to which the record is silent, they will be accepted as facts. 
McNeill v. Lawton, 16. 


2. A certiorari in order to correct the case on appeal will not be granted, 
when it appears from the petition that the particulars in which the 
petitioner asks to have it changed are not material to the proper 
hearing of the ease. Porter v. R. R., 68. 


8. Where it is sought to have the case as settled by the judge corrected 
by a certiorari, the petitioner should set out his grounds for believing 
that the judge would make the corrections if given an opportunity, 
and not merely that he believes that probably the judge would do so. 
Ibid. 


4. An appeal will not be dismissed because there ‘is no statement of the 
ease on assignment of error,.as neither is necessary to perfect the 
appeal, but if no error appears in the record in such case, the judg- 
ment will be affirmed. Simmons v. Mfg. Co., 89. 


5. The objection of the want of jurisdiction, or that the complaint does 


‘not state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action, may be made 


in the Supreme Court for the first time, although ho error whatever 
is assigned in the record. Ibid. 


§. Where a paper appeared in the transcript, purporting to be the case 
on appeal, but it was signed only by the appellant’s counsel, and 
there was nothing to show that it had been served on the appellee 
or his counsel, or that either of them had ever seen it, it will not be 
considered. Ibid. 


7. A certiorari to correct a case on appeal will not be granted when it 
appears that the omissions complained of were not made by the judge 
by any inadvertence or oversight, and there is no reason to believe 
that the trial judge would amend the case if given an opportunity. 
8. v. Stoan, 499. ) 


8. Where exception is taken that the trial judge refused certain prayers 
for instruction, in preparing the case for this Court, the prayers for 
instruction, and so much of the evidence as bears upon them, should 
be set out in the case, and net merely a statement that the instruc- 
tions asked were substantially given in the charge of the jury. bid. 
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APPEAL—UNDERTAKING ON. 

| An appeal will not be dismissed because of defects in the inierenuine 
on appeal, unless the provisions of chapter 121, Laws 1887, are com- 
plied with, and this act includes appeals pending at the time of its 
passage. Rollins v. Love, 210. 


ARBITRATION AND AWARD. 
1. Unless a submission to arbitration. is made under an order of the 
court, the award cannot be made a judgment of the court, aes by 
consent. Long v. Fitzgerald, 39. 


2. Where a party files exceptions to an award and seeks to have it modi- 
fied by the court, he waives all objection to the fact that the submis- 
sion was made im pais, and the court can proceed to act on the 
award as if it had been made under an order in the cause, Jbid. 


3. Where all matters embraced in an action are submitted to arbitrators, 
and they make no mention in their award of one item of charge 
claimed by one of the pases) mee will be taken to have disallowed 
it. Ibid. 


ARREST AND BAIL. *, | 
1. It is the duty of the clerk of the court, upon the application of the 
plaintiff, to issue, in proper cases, the execution against the person, 
under sections 442, 447 and 448 (3) of The Code. Kinney Vv. Laughen- 

our, 825,. 
2. Such execution should command the sherift to arrest the defendant and 
commit him to the jail of the county from which it issued, until he 
shall pay the judgment or be-discharged according to law. Jbid. — 


3. Section 291 (2) of The Code, authorizing the arrest of a person in an 
action for. seduction, is not in conflict with the provision of the Con- 
stitution prohibiting imprisonment for debt. Ibid. 


ARREST OF J UDGMENT. . 
1. Judgment can be arrested only for some matter appearing on the face 
of the record, or for some matter which ought to be in the record, 
but is not there. WS. wv. Sheppard, 401. | 


2. The endorsement on the back of an’ indictment is no part of the record. 
ef bid. | 
2 The objection that there is a failure of proof must be taken before 
verdict, and cannot be taken on a motion in arrest of Supe Ment: S. v. 

si aaa 496. ) 


ARSON. 
1. Where the defendant was indicted for sacting fire to an outhouse, evi- 
dence is competent to show that at the same time an attempt was 
- made to fire a dwelling-house near it, the evidence directly connecting 
the defendant with the latter attempt. 8S. v. Thompson, 496. 
2. Where’ the defendant was indicted for burning an outhouse, it is com- | 
petent to show ‘threats made by him against the son and grandson 
of the owner of the house. Ibid. 


3. Unquestioned evidence of possession is sufficient proof of ees in 
an indictment for arson. Jbdid. 
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BAIL. a 
Where a defendant has lost his appeal, but is granted a writ of certiorari 
in liew thereof, the granting of the writ has the effect of an appeal as 
toa stay of execution, and if the offense be pene he is entitled to 
bail. S. v. Watters, 489. 


BANKRUPTCY. 

1. The plaintiff R. S., having been adjuaieated a bankrupt, and the land 
in controversy having been assigned to him as his homestead in the | 
bankruptcy proceedings, it is exempt from sale under execution 
issued on a judgment for a fiduciary debt which is not discharged. by 
his discharge in bankruptcy. Simpson v. Houston, 344. 


2: This exemption from sale under execution against the homesteader 
| follows the land when conveyed by him to another party. Ibid. 


BETTERMENTS. 

Where there is a dispute as to the dividing line between two adjoining 
tracts of land, the acts and admissions of the adjoining proprietors 
recognizing one line as the true one, may entitle the losing party to 
improvements he may have put on the land in good faith. Davidson 
V. Arledge, 172. ; 


| BICYCLES, 

Where a statute forbade the use of bicycles on a certain once unless per- 
mitted by the superintendent of the road, it was held, that the at 
was not unconstitutional. S. v. Yopp, 477. 


BILL OF EXCHANGE. . (See Negotiable Instruments.) 


BOND. 

1. When the only issue submitted to the jury is, “Was the seal opposite 
the name of the defendant, on the note at the time that he signed it,” 
evidence that there was no amount specified in the note at that time, 
and that double the amount agreed on was inserted in the space left 
for that purpose, after the note was. signed by the defendant, was 
incompetent, and could only be competent on a general denial of its 
execution. H umphreys v. Finch, 308. 


2, An agent, to bind a principal under seal, must have authority conferred 
by a writing under seal; and a sealed instrument which is changed 
by an agent who has no authority by writing under seal, has no force 
to bind the principal. Ibid, 


- 8. When a principal verbally authorizes an arent - fill up with a specific 
sum a blank in a bond, left with him for that purpose, and then to 
deliver it in its completed form and obtain money on it, and another 
person acting in good faith, and with no knowledge of these facts 
advances money on such bond, such principal is estopped from setting 
up the defense of want of authority in the agent, and fenyins his 
liability on the bond. Jbid.— . . 


4, But if such bond were invalid, this would not invalidate the act of 
borrowing, which was thus authorized, nor remove the liability thus | 
incurred by those whose names are subscribed to the bond and on 
whose credit the borrowing took place; and this is hardly a departure 
from the form of demand in this action. Ibid. 
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BOND TO MAKE TITLE. 


Before the act of 1797 (The Code, sec. 1492), when the obligor in a bond 
to make title died before doing so, the obligee had to look to the heirs, 
but that act conferred the power to make title in such cases upon the 
administrator, but he could only convey such title as his intestate 
had, and this only to the purchaser. Twitty v. Lovetace, 54. 


BOUNDARY. 


1. The map of a city or town, which is adopted and recognized by the 
municipal authorities as correct, is competent evidence to establish the 
location of a lot in the city. Davidson v. Arledge, 172. 


2. Where there is a dispute as to the dividing line between two adjoining 
tracts, the acts and admissions of the adjoining proprietors recogniz- — 
ing one line as the true one, are evidence of its location when the line 
is unfixed and uncertain, but where it is well ascertained, such acts 
and admissions are not competent evidence either to change the line 
_ or to estop the party from setting up the true line. Jbid. 


CAVEAT. 


The fact that a widow enters a caveat to a will and contests its validity, 
does not prevent her from accepting any benefit given her by the will, 
if its validity is established, or from entering her dissent thereto in 
the proper time. Yorkley v. Stinson, 236. 


CERTIORARI. 


1. A certiorari in order to correct the ease on appeal will not be granted, 
when it appears from the petition that the particulars in which the 
petitioner asks to have it changed are not material to the proper hear- 
ing of the case. Porter v. R. R., 638. 


2. Where it is sought to have the case as settled by the judge corrected by 
a certiorari, the petitioner should set out his grounds for believing 
that the judge would make the corrections if given an opportunity, 
and not merely that he believes that probably the judge would do so. 
Ibid. 


3. Where a defendant has lost his appeal, but is granted a writ of cer- 
tiorarit in liew thereof, the granting of the writ has the effect of an 
appeal as to a stay of execution, and if the offense be bailable, he is 
entitled to bail. S. uv. Walters, 489, 


4. A certiorari to correct a case on appeal will not be granted when it 
appears that the omissions complained of were not made by the judge 
by any inadvertence or oversight, and there is no reason to believe 
that the trial judge would amend the case if given an opportunity. 
8. v. Stoan, 499. 


CHALLENGE TO THE ARRAY. 


Where a negro is accused of crime, it is no cause of challenge to the array 
that the special venire is composed entirely of whites, there being no 
charge of corruption or unfairness made pennRE the sheriff. 8S. v. 
Stoan, 499. 


CITIES. (See Municipal Corporations.) _ 
| 410 * 


INDEX. 


CLERK. 


325. 

CODE. PAGE, CODE—Continued. PAGE, 
BOC GS seca petesh hidehasserlisiencieisstedave IGE PO BRD: cicivelepssseertaeueatbicuers 94 
OS SA hres At ae Oh Be cestevecavens 303 SE. SOR. cceniexaedaheiactssesubed siuas ecuacosseten 421 

ABB, gUbSeC, Qe.cccsscccscocescresanse 157 © 985, SUDSEC. GCocscccceseseeees 466 
154, subsec. 2...........000 157, 168 “ 986, SUDSEC. 6... cceeececeereeees 497 
“ 155, subsees. 1 and 6.......... 157 SS SOOG x sca lecvecses unasavdovecsiuctiesvecseys 397 
*© 155, SUDSCC. 6.0... peeneee ones 169 SS MOOS. scsccotetccis cae venes vatsncasscivane 5O8 
BOS TEG2  ddestsuntcesvesteccsevsde sstentieversane 36 BE NOCD. cosssustvecareeeenieanteveciniseenis. REO" 
EY UTZ > wabiteticeesacevdevdandcesssadcscnewesbiaak 148 me NAVA. Adswaerectahsaivanicencvacanevetevesine 492 
BS ET saicdeawsvsduenct siete vecesaucamavet ness 227 OE AO TS: seis ce eiwwwnewsttgustgavsceetaiseses 492 
Bee TS is sacleccucsadcntacces sedinsdevel sbetenaes 126 8 ETDS © sessccassssecssscsusssesavnaaveneseeses 489 
BET TOL. aeusceacencisaeisebsssuasoddiasteusstevets 87 Be LAD ssisinccesavewsctaensaeWertioeenisvvenys 450 — 
© TOA, SUDSEC, 2...cccsccrccsessooserees 87 th. “TBA. eovanacetespsasaseaisatinsiusseteniiets 491 
RE SLOG” sa tciseaselastivcuzes tetatatvdasiataats 88 Me SEZO I. seavica iis ctvatlasucdeeviaienes 454 
195, subsec. Livcicccecssesseees 87 Bee REA cous cwnscnseesnucess aauseasvasen totes 450 
See OB, iio ecocdcohoatunasusi etueesecseuk 121 a.” “EAD, --Glaiucctidsectastosnssessesstaeuienseas 165 
oe DOL watieindaneiucsiteamrnriukens 211 ON NBL. sc cskcaspiscsansuctdanscateedpesenteeias 163 
“244, subsec. 2... eee 20, 376 Oe “MAT cfcspisvisdetdesweatvectiacusies 165, 167 
Me DOA « cisssceccsevacietomesstieeuaienieus 276 D442 cesesessrssssrscesersencsssessscnen aces 166 
“ 961, subSeC. 3....ccceccccseceeseees 299 STAG. ctelictscssenlsteoncea ties 140, 166 
OF FQOS xz ccchucastasevunvaseateviiataelsauisoates $21 DEB .ceessessnersseerecescnssnsnasoesonsces 141 
“© 291, subsec. 2... ceccssscsceeees 395 90 AT ce cncausussudeuaddevaaierccseensecesnues 140 
OE OU ie castuaiscldesantatencstatavesseiees a7 STATI ee eeecesceeseseeetsceeesensesenennens 140 
Pe BONG etittnduleietndtisendaucaet 384. $F DABS ecsereeesetsesceeeeneneesensenensees 164 
OS BO cs Ges lasuespestesteatcuadseni ah hs oT7 €TABD  eeeeeeresesesseeeneeeennensensenes 165 
BS BONS oh Gis sine mdcstedre daslectoncstes 269 8 TIDD  weeessescscesrsesesenenenacersrssecaess 56 
Ei AGE apie alee enim ae, 384 fe DDO: Muicatnnaaianacuuas 165 
Po SRO was etcesetcedsarcteesnchaesate: 21, 25 es SAEDLY, «vey usssassusivistankause ussevenctsinise 165 
AOS. sae ceke te Cee oh et ee on: 71 He SUD ase acepeublereeevd Ceteaniiatadeastene 166 
Ey ||, ° eee eRe an ame MURS Puna! 0 OF MOZR” Sisvesinstecdeccecaeecsauetvente 160, 165 
“ 410 ...... Sete ieieeadeetavuatats 69, 71 UDO ccssesccbscssesasecsavagueesarasucesaves 160 
ADD. ciidinciciiiaatcs Mas BAS, 408° Be UA) * Ravcresaesatslasess seeicesaen tau 165 
aan. |) | Vaan eee ee me 19 ON RODE: sssiSandateneetatheshtecaleeteaiityet 166 
De A as ela tetsu cl tides 19 SP MONT, caticetuscndasnnsseaascidconssctacesstes 190 
$8) PADDY wecscesseselisissiendsGaisog ie hoe: 276 © 1GAG  cssscsssssssecrororesserensrsssscsvocers 454 
ie ©) arena ence ee ne nee 325 1662 cssesessssesseesssscsesseecennessens 454 
OO BAA, vs tiatlien ese aee ete a 329 TBD ceeseetcteeensesennneneneseeneneenens 470 
aa |: yaa ere seeietadance tees 325 MTD: scsacistnenenasnsdaveassnsibenss 222, 328 
448, SubDSeC. 38.......cceesseceseeeee 325 ORS. UIT OO, Spasacsuchcaui dec usvanseeeiveeas neat 2213 
OP Be. 2b 5 4. Boeke ivncaendeciaguteineueases 491 WP: SATO” « ssisaucussacicesiven dtueussacaueevsers 432 
cs: 10 | a Tn Ane SE RA RR ORY ee 90 is BS Oe: - aocsancdcds ec saateh ued detec etabsisedia 365 
es 5) ~ . DeeP Ena STEInY Retna Pere EI ERRAS ooo 27 BY ASTD aint argtaatpa centers 2 800 
aS« LOUD - necessaihedatvcgeicuseapeckssiteuebalseedecs 28 Be SEM)! ciessashouanbiadsecuasvees wnatemedsbine 300 
BE SOG ichigo ts tila cP antes 360. Ate POAT - Scticcicisandedevevaevsssouteonseuterss 200 
““ TOT, subsec. 17... 416 OE DOORS osccdectuesiacacvssouscasabortes 118, 119 
TOT, SUDSEC. 2B..c cee 360 OE DOSS ® sccvaasrigascsconajoun ti hta salvia 316 
OE TRG sivssazadh ecu itecsswnstesteaatetceucaenss 414 Ht? NOS: Miser nacesideaastaienss 239 


It is the duty of the clerk of the court, upon the application of the plain- 


tiff, to issue, in proper cases, the execution against the person, under 


sections 442, 447 and 448 (3) of The Code. 


Kenney v. Laughenour, 
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COMPLAINT. 


1. The statement in a complaint of redundant matter, or of evidential 
facts, is no ground for demurrer. Thames v. Jones, 121, 


2. So, where in an action to recover land, the plaintiff sets out his claim 
of title, the allegations in this respect cannot render the complaint 
demurrable on the ground that it joins several distinct causes of 
action. If bid, . 


3. Where in an action to recover seyeral tracts of land, in the. separate 
-. possession of several defendants, the complaint does. not allege of 
which tract each defendant is in possession; It was held, that it con- 
stituted no ground for demurrer. Ibid. 


4. Where the complaint in an action against several defendants to recover 
land, described the locus in quo as several tracts adjoining each other 
and situated in the counties of Cumberland and Bladen, of which the 
defendants are in possession and wrongfully withhold from the plain- . 
tiffs; Zt was held, that under this allegation the Superior Court of 
Cumberland had jurisdiction. Ibid. 


CONDITION. 


1. A proviso in a deed in absolute restraint of all alienation is void, but 
such condition if limited and reasonable in its application and as to 
time when it must operate, will be upheld. Munroe v. Hall, 206. 


2, Where the condition in a deed upon which the estate is to be divested 
and go to a third party is founded on a contingency which never can 
happen, the grantee will take a fee simple. Ibid. 


. 8. Land was conveyed to two sisters and thgir heirs by deed, but the 
deed provided that in case either of them married that the land 
should belong to their brother, and also provided that the grantees 
should not sell or dispose of the land in any way whatever. The feme 
grantees sold the land, and both died unmarried; Zt was held, that — 
their grantee got a E008 title. bid. 


CONFESSIONS. 


Where a prisoner made lertain confessions which were induced by hope, 
and therefore inadmissible, but a day or so after, upon his examina- . 
tion before a committing magistrate, he asked to be examined as a 
witness on his own behalf, when he admitted that he had made the 
confessions, but said that they were not true; Jt was held, that his. 
evidence given before the magistrate was admissible against him, and 
it was for the jury to say whether they believed the confession, or that 
part of his evidence declaring that the confessions | were not true. 
8. uv. Ellis, al 


412 


INDEX. 


CONFUSION OF GOODS. 
The rule, that he who produces a confusion of goods shall lose his own, is 


carried no further than necessity requires, and applies only to cases 
where it is impossible to distinguish what belonged to one from what 
belonged to the other. When the articles can be easily distinguished 
and separated, no change of property takes place, but the burden is 
on the guilty party to distinguish his property or lose it. Queen v. 
Wernwag, 383. 


CONTINGENT REMAINDER. 
Where a contingent remainder is created, the tenant in possession and 


those in remainder in esse, cannot have a decree for a sale of the 
land, unless some one of each class of contingent remaindermen are 
in esse and before the court... Young v. Young, 1382: 


CONTRACT. . 
’ 1, Where a commission merchant. wrote to his customer that a ie - 


amount was due him and that he might draw for it, which letter the | 
customer showed to the plaintiff who took the drafts on its credit, but 
the commission merchants afterwards refused to accept it, when. the 
plaintiff sued both the drawer and the commission merchants; It was 
held, that the liability of both was ew contractu, and if the amount 
was under two hundred dollars a justice had jurisdiction. Nimocks v. 
Woody, 1, 


. In an action against a corporation for services eeaaeead to it under a 


contract of hiring, which contract is denied by the corporation, a 
letter to the plaintiff from an agent of the corporation, recognizing 
him as a servant of the corporation, is competent evidence to establish 
the contract, and also to corroborate the plaintiff when his testimony 
has been contradicted by such agent. Porter v. R. R., 46. 


Where a railroad corporation agreed with the authorities of a city to 


pay a certain proportion of the salary of a policeman to be assigned 
to duty specially at its depot, and the plaintiff was employed; It was 
hetd, that he could sue the corporation on the contract for a failure 
to pay him the part of his salary which it had agreed to do.. Ibid. 


4, A party sending a telegram is charged with notice of the printed con- 


= 


tract at the top of the message, whether he has read it or not. Pegram 
v. Telegraph Co., 57. 


Where the terms of a contract, either written or oral, are explicit and 


precise, its effect is a question of law. Where terms of art are used, 
or the meaning of the contract is doubtful, it must be left to the jury 
to say what the contract was. Harris v. Mott, 103. 


. Where a judgment debtor agreed with the plaintiff that when he (the 


debtor) collected a debt due him by a third person, he would pay the 
judgment, it does not operate as a discharge of the judgment, and if 
the defendant fails to collect such debt, the judgment may be enforced 
against him. Jbid. 


Unless the element of fraud is present in the declarations or conduct 


of a feme covert, upon the faith of which conduct another reasonably 
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CONTRACT—Continued. 


might rely, and has in fact relied to his injury, she is not estopped, 
aS a feme covert cannot be estopped by a contract, or anything in the 
nature of a contract. Weathersbee v. Farrar, 106. 


8. If one agrees in writing to convey land in consideration of the verbal 
promise of the vendee to pay the price, the contract is binding on the 
vendor, although the vendee may avoid the obligation on his part, if 
he chooses to plead the statute of frauds. Love v. Welch, 200. 


9. In such case, the fact that the. vendor is bound while the vendee is not, 
will be considered in passing on a demand for specific performance 
by the vendee, and if the vendee has allowed much time to elapse, 
specific performance will not be decreed. f bid. 


10. The court will not rescind a contract when the parties cannot be put 
in statu quo, Stanton v. Hughes, 318. 


11. When the terms of a contract are that the plaintiff shall build certain 
houses for the defendant, within a given time, for. which he is to 
receive so much, he cannot recover anything, either upon the special 
contract, or upon a quantum merutt, unless he avers and proves an 
entire performance. Lawing v. Rintets, 350. 


12. This rule is not altered by the fact that the property was destroyed by 
accidental fire just before the work was completed. Jbid. 


13. If the defendant received anything by insurance on the property, the 
plaintiff has no right. to any part thereof. Ibid. 


CONTRACT TO CONVEY LAND. 


1. Where, acting under a power conferred by a will to dispose of the 
testator’s estate in his land, the executor contracts to sell the testa- 
tor’s interest in a certain tract of land, and upon payment of the pur- 
chase money to convey such interest in fee to the purchaser, the 
executor is not liable, under the terms of this contract, either indi- 
vidually or in his representative capacity, for a failure in making 
title to a part of the land. Twitty v. Lovelace, 54. 


2. Before the act of 1797 (The Code, sec. 1492), when the obligor in a bond 
‘to make title died before doing so, the obligee had to look to the 
heirs, but that act conferred the power to make title in such cases 
upon the administrator, but he could only convey such title as his 
intestate had, and this only to the purchaser. Jbid. 


3. If one agrees in writing to convey land in consideration of the verbal 
promise of the vendee to pay the price, the contract is binding on the 
vendor, although the vendee may avoid the obligation on his part, if 
he chooses to plead the statute of frauds. Love v. Welch, 200. 


4, In such case, the fact that the vendor is bound while the vendee is not, 
will be considered in passing on a demand for specific performance 
by the vendee, and if the vendee has allowed much time. to elapse, 
specific performance will not be decreed. Ibid. ; 


5. So, where a vendee who was not bound in writing to pay the purchase 
money allowed thirty years to pass before he asked for. specific per- 
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CONTRACT TO CONVEY LAND—Continued. 
formance, during all of which time he had not tendered payment, and 
did not offer any excuse for his long delay, specific performance was 
refused. Jbid. 


6. The specific performance of the vendor’s agreement to convey land is 
not a strict right to be enforced at the will of the vendee, but it rests 
in the sound discretion of the judge, such discretion to be governed 
by the rules laid down by the Courts of Equity in this respect. Ibid. 


7. Where the counterclaim asking for specific performance alleged that 
the purchase money was paid in full, but the jury found that this 
had not been done; Jt was held, that the defendant was not entitled 
to specific performance in this state of the pleadings. Ibid. 


CONTRIBUTORY NEGLIGENCE. 

1. Although a servant be injured by the negligence of his master, yet if 
he could by reasonable care and prudence have averted the accident, 
and the injury can be traced to his own negligence as well as that of 
the defendant, he cannot recover. Cornwall v. R. R., 11. 


2. Although a servant is ordered by his superior to perform a dangerous 
duty, this does not relieve him of the duty of avoiding any particular 
danger incident to carrying out the order. Ibid. 


3. In order to bar a recovery, the contributory negligence of the plaintiff 
must have been a proximate cause of the injury complained of. Ibid. 


4, Where the plaintiff, in obedience to the orders of his superior, at- 
tempted to get upon the pilot of a moving locomotive, and in doing so 
his clothes were caught in the splinters on a worn rail; Jt was held, 
even if the master was negligent in not repairing the rail, yet it was 
the duty of the servant to use reasonable care, and it was. error in the 
trial judge to charge the jury that if the plaintiff was ignorant of the 
condition of the rail, and got on the engine in obedience to the order, 
that he was entitled to recover. Ibid. 


5. Where a servant knows that his coservant is negligent and reckless, 
and unfit for his employment, and yet continues in the service of the 
common master, and is injured by the negligence of such reckless 
fellow-servant, nothing else appearing, he has contributed to the 
injury and cannot recover. Porter v, R. R., 66. 


6. While a servant remains in the employment of his idoater after he 
knows that a fellow-servant is incompetent, he does not contract by 
implication to take the risk, but if prevented from recovering on this 
ground, it will be by reason of contributory negligence. Ibid. 


7. Where in response to one issue the jury found that there was no con- 
tributory negligence, but in response to another they found that the 
plaintiff’s intestate knew of the reckless character of his fellow- 
servant by whose negligence the injury occurred, a new trial was 
granted. Ibid. 


8. In an action to recover damages for an injury caused by the negligence 
of the defendant, who pleads contributory negligence on the part of 
the plaintiff, the defendant is entitled to an issue on this question, 
unless the court includes it under the issue as to negligence, by proper 
instructions to the jury. Kirk v. R. R., 82. 
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CONSTITUTI ONAL LAW. 


1. Where a statutory regulation only affects the Secesinne the Téeisiacare 
has the power to make it applicable to. pending actions. Rollins v. 
Love, 210. 


2. Municipal corporations are instrumentalities of the State government, 
are public in their nature, and the Legislature has control over them. 
and may enlarge or modify their powers as it deems proper, within 
the limits of the Constitution. Wood v. Oxford, 227. | 


3. The Legislature may authorize municipal corporations to apply their 
revenue and credit to any legitimate public purpose within the scope 
of its organization, unless prohibited by the Constitution, and such 
purposes as tend.to the general good of the community, although the 
advantage does not reach every individual taSpayer residing there, is 
such public purpose. Ibid. 


4, The Legislature may authorize ininieaal corporations to subscribe to 

. the capital stock of railroad corporations or other like public enter- 

prises, or even donate its money or credit to such corporation, while | 

it cannot authorize any subscription or donation to a pores private 
enterprise. Lbid. 


5. The ruling made in Markham v. Manning, 96 N. C., 132, and U Dowell 
v. Construction Co., 96 N. C., 514, as to the meaning of the term 
“qualified voters’ as used in the Constitution and the effect of the 
provisions of Article VII, section 7, affirmed. Jbdid. 


6. Where the act allowing a municipal corporation to contract a debt for 
other than necessary expenses, provided that. such debt should be 
authorized by a vote of a majority of those voting and. not by a 
majority of the qualified voters, but in fact a majority of the qualified 
voters did vote in favor of contracting the debt; Jt was held, that this 
cured the defect in the law, and that the vote. authorized the corpora- 
tion to contract the debt. Jbid. 


7. Section 291 (2) of The Code, authorizing the arrest of a person in an 
action for seduction, is not in conflict with the provision of the Con-_ 
stitution probibine imprisonment for et: Kinney v. ROP enan 
825. 

8: Under sections 12 and 22, Art. IV, of - the Constitution, the ‘Levisiature 

has the power to establish, limit, and define the jurisdiction of the | 
Superior Courts; to prescribe the methods of procedure in them, 
and the extent, manner, time and place of exercising their jurisdic- 
tion; and can declare what judgments and ordérs may be given by 
these. courts in or out of term—except that issues of fact can be tried. 
by a jury only in term time. Bynum v. Powe, 374, 


9. In capital felonies, the prisoner has the right to be present in court at 
all times during the course of his trial, and if he is absent at any 
time it vitiates a conviction. S. v. Kelly, 404. 


10. In felonies less than capital, the prisoner has the right to be present at 
all stages of his trial, but his presence is not essential to the validity 
of the conviction. Ibid. 


11. It seems, that a prisoner in a capital felony can waive his right to be 
present at all stages of the trial, but his counsel cannot waive it for 
him. Ibid. 
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12, 


13. 


14. 


| 45, 
“16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22, 


23. 


If a prisoner in an indictment for a felony less than capieal flee the 
eourt during the trial, he. will be deemed to have waived his right to 
be present, and the court need not stop the trial. Ibid. 


Under Article.I, section 13, and Article IV, sections 12, 14 and 27, of 
the Constitution, the Legislature may establish courts inferior to the 
Superior Court—may constitute the mayor of a town an “Inferior 
Court, with the jurisdiction of a justice of the peace,” or may con- 
stitute him a “Special Court within the corporate limits of. the town,” 
with a larger jurisdiction than that of justice of the peace—and may 


' dispense with a jury trial in “petty misdemeanors,” and provide other 


means of trial for such offenses. 8. v. Powell, 417. 


Where a statute creating a Special Criminal Court for certain counties | 
allows every facility to the accused of getting a fair and impartial 
jury, it is not unconstitutional because it does not follow the same 
methods of drawing the jury. which are ee for the Superior 
Courts. 8S. v. Jones, 469. 


Every citizen holds his property saree to the implied obligation that 
he will use it in such way-as not to prevent others from enjoying the 
use of their property. S. v.. Yopp, 477. 


Subject to constitutional provisions, the Legislature may impose reason- 
able restraints upon the use which a citizen makes of his property, 
in order, to protect others in the use of their property. Ibid. 


The Legislature has complete power to regulate the highways in the 
State, and may prescribe what vehicles may be used on them, with a 
view to the safety of passengers over them, and the preservation of — 
the road. Ibid. y 


A statute which only. eenulantes the use of property in a manner bene- 
ficial to the public, but does not destroy it, is not. unconstitutional, 
ubless the restraint is so manifestly unjust and unreasonable as to 
destroy the lawful use of the property. Jbid.: 


If the use of property creates a nuisance the Legislature has the power 
to destroy it. Ibid. 


The Legislature has the power to pass an act which may leave the - 
doing or not doing of certain things allowed or forbidden by the act 
to the discretion of some designated agent or commissioner. Jbid. 


Where a statute forbade the use of bicycles on a certain road, unless 
permitted by the superintendent of the road; It was held, that the 
act was not unconstitutional. Jbid. 


It is intimated that the provision of chapter 32 of The Code, allowing 
the sale of home-made wine, while prohibiting that raised in other 
States, is unconstitutional. S. v. Nash, 514. 


Where an act made the sale of wines imported from other States a 
misdemeanor, but allowed the sale of domestic wine; Zi was held, 
that although the provision in regard to domestic wine might be 
unconstitutional, yet it did not make the sale of such wines a misde- 
meanor under the act, but. that the provision in regard to foreign 
wines might be inoperative. Ibid. 
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CONSTRUCTION OF STATUTES. 


1. The word “or,” in criminal statutes, cannot be interpreted to mean 
“and,” when the effect is to aggravate the offense or increase the 
punishment. 8S. v. Walters, 489. 


2. While criminal statutes must be strictly construed, yet they must 
be construed so as to give effect to their plain meaane when this 
appears. Ss. ». Godfrey, 507. 


CONVERSION. 


1. Where the widow of one who died a nonresident of this State applied 
to a justice in this State before administration was granted, and had 
her year’s support allotted to her; Jt was held, that the judgment 
allotting it was void, and that she was liable for a conversion in 
action against her by the administrator. Simpson v. Cureton, 112. 


- 2. One tenant in common of chattels cannot maintain trover against his 
cotenant upon a mere demand and refusal to deliver to him his share 
of the common property, but the act of withholding must be tortious, 
having the effect so far as the plaintiff is concerned of an actual 
destruction of the property. Shearin v. Riggsbee, 216. 


3. Where the complaint alleges the conversion of seed cotton, the court 
ought to charge the jury that the plaintiff must show, by a preponder- 
ance of evidence, the conversion of such cotton; the failure to do so, 
when requested, is error. Long v. Halt, 286. 


CORPORATION. 


A deed, which purports to be made between “OC. M., President of the D. R. 
Manufacturing Co.,” and “W. M., Trustee,” ete, and bears the signa- 
ture and seal of “C. M.,” with the suffix of “President of the D. R. 
Co.,” and also of the trustee, with but one subscribing witness, is not 
in form and effect the deed of the corporation, but is the personal act 
of the president, and, if effectual at. all, can.only pass his interest in 
the property. Clayton v. Cagle, 300. 


(See, also, “Municipal Corporations.”’) 


COSTS. 

1. A prisoner is entitled to be discharged from imprisonment for the non- 
‘payment of a fine and costs upon complying with the provisions of 
The Code, chapter 27, section 2967 et seq., and this is so, although 
a workhouse has been established by the county commissioners in 
accordance with the provisions of The Code, sec. 786. S. », Wil- 
liams, 414. 


2s The application of an insolvent confined for the ener of costs, 
is a proceeding in the cause in which he was convicted, and should 
be made by petition to the court, wherein the judgment against him 
was entered. 8S. v. Miller, 451. : 


3. If in such case the clerk should refuse to allow the splecne: to take the 
oath, the remedy is by an appeal to the judge holding the courts of 
that district, and it is intimated that it is irregular for the judge of 
an adjoining district to release the prisoner on a writ of habeas 
corpus. Ibid. 
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4, Where, in such case, the prisoner has been released by the writ of 
habeas corpus, if he has complied with all the conditions of the 
statute, this Court will not reverse the judgment. /0id. 


5. A sheriff is not entitled to the fee of fifty cents for an execution against 
each taxpayer, after the tax list is placed in his hands, but only 
becomes entitled to such fee, if at all, when he actually levies and 
seizes ‘property in order to collect the tax. S. v. Bisaner, 503. — 


6. Whether a judge can grant a judgment taxing a county with the pay- 
ment of costs, at Chambers and in vacation, qu@re. 8S. v. hay, 510. 


COUNTERCLAIM. | 


1. While generally speaking a plaintiff can take a “qonsuil at any time 

before verdict, yet he cannot do so if the defendant has pleadea a 

- eounterclaim, which arises out of the same contract or transaction 

which is the foundation of the plaintiff’s cause of action. MecNetll v. 
Lawton, 16. 


2. When the counterclaim does not arise out of the same transaction as 
to the plaintiff’s cause of action, but falls under’ subdivision 2 of 
section 244 of The Code, the plaintiff may submit to a nonsuit. In 
such case, the defendant may either withdraw his counterclaim, when 
the action will be at an end, or he may proceed to try it, if he so 
elects. Ibid. | 


3. A plaintiff cannot take a. nonsuit when the defendant sets up a 
counterclaim arising out of the contract or transaction which consti- 
tutes the plaintiff’s cause of action—or when the defendant has 
acquired in an equitable action any other right or advantage which 
he is entitled to have tried and settled in the action. Bynum vw. 
Powe, 374. 


COUNTY COMMISSIONERS. 

1. The Code, secs. 706 and 707, requires the Noaid of eounty commissioners 
‘to meet on the first Monday in December, to accept the bonds of 
county officers elected at the preceding election. Such officers are also 
required to prepare and tender their official bonds on that day. The 
board has the power—all the business before them being disposed of— 
to adjourn on that day, and, if any officer shall fail to perfect his 
bond according to law before such adjournment, to declare such office 
vacant, and to fill it, when the power to fill such vacancy is vested by 
law in the board. Cole v. Patterson, 360. 


2, County commissioners are not required by the stock law to person- 
ally superintend the fence around the no-fence territory, but they 
discharge their duty under the statute when they levy the necessary 
taxes, appoint the committees, etc., to keep the fence in repair, S. v. 

— Commissioners, 388. | | | 


COVENANT. 


1. Where a surety pays money for the principal debtor, in que absence of 
a covenant to repay, it is a debt due by simple contract, and is barred 
in three years. Arrington Vv, Rowland, 127. 
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COVENANT-—Continued. a 
2. Where a principal debtor executes a mortgage to his surety to save 
| him harmless for any loss he may sustain by reason of his surety- 
ship, although the amount is unascertained at the time the mortgage 
is given, it becomes a debt due by covenant, and is not barred by the 
lapse of three years from the time the surety pays the money. Ibid. 


-CREDITOR’S BILL. 
So, where a proceeding in the nature of a ereditor’s bill was brought 
under section 1448 of The Code, to have a settlement of a decedent’s 
estate and to have the land sold for assets, but the summons was not 
made returnable as prescribed by that section, and the plaintiff did 
not purport to sue on behalf of all the creditors, nor was there any 
advertisement for creditors as provided by the statute, nor were the 
statutory requirements at all complied with; Jt was held, that the 
proceeding was not void, no objection having been made by the de- 

fendants to these irregularities. Brooks v. Brooks, 186. 


DAMAGES. 

1. Under the former practice, in an action of ejectment or trespass, dam- 
ages were awarded only up to the time of bringing the action, but 
under the present system, they are recoverable up to the time of the 
trial. Pearson v. Carr, 194. 


2. Where the defendant by repeated and continuing trespasses pulls down 
the plaintiff’s fence around a cultivated field, whereby the growing 
crop is ruined, the measure of damages is not limited to the expense 
of repairing and replacing the fence, but he may recover the value of 
the damage done to the crop. Bridgers v. Dill, 222. 


3. Railroad corporations are liable for any damages caused by any wrong- 
ful or improper act done by them while building their road. Ibid. 


4. In an action for slander, evidence of the pecuniary condition of the 
defendant is competent to increase the damages, when the plaintiff 
is entitled to vindictive or punitory damages, but the pecuniary condi- 
tion of the plaintiff is not competent for such purpose, while it may 
be to show actual damage. Reeves v. Winn, 246. 


5. Vindietive or punitory damages are allowed when the misconduct is 
marked by malice,. oppression, or gross and wilful wrong, and the law 
allows these damages, not simply to compensate the party injured, 
but to punish the wrongdoer. Jbid. 


6. It seems, that where the action is for a personal injury, as where by 
assault and battery or by the negligence of the defendant the plain- 
tiff has been crippled so that he is unable to work, he may show the 
nature of his business and the value of his personal services, the loss 
of which may be more disastrous to a poor man than to one of wealth, 
but this is only for the purpose of showing actual damage. Ibid. 


7. The right to recover damages for deceit in the sale of land, effected by 
fraudulent device and EeDEcseuta tous: is well settled. Stanton v.— 
Hughes, 318. 
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DEED. 

1. Where a grantor makes a valid exception in a deed, the thing excepted 
remains the property of the grantor or his heirs, but if the grantor - 
has no valid title to the thing excepted, neither he nor his heirs can 
recover, Fisher v. Mining Co., 95. 


2. An estoppel by deed is always confined to the subject-matter of the 
conveyance, and cannot be extended to something not conveyed by 
the deed. J bid. 


. So, where the plaintiff's ancestor conveyed certain land to those under — 
whom the defendants claim, but excepted all the minerals on the 
land, the plaintiffs must prove title to the minerals, and the defendant 

_ is not estopped by the deed from denying such title. bid. 


4. A proviso in a deed in absolute restraint of all alienation is void, but 
such condition if limited and reasonable in its application and as to 
the time when it must operate, will be upheld. Munroe v. Hall, 206. 


5. Where the condition in a deed upon which the estate is to be divested 
and go to a third party is founded on a contingency which never can 
happen, the grantee will take a fee simple. Ibid. | 


6. Land was conveyed to two sisters and their heirs by deed, but the deed 

provided that in case either of them married, thatthe land should 

belong to their brother, and also provided that the grantees should 

not sell or dispose of the land in any way whatever. The feme 

grantees sold the land, and both died uemaried: It was held, that 
their grantee got a good title. Ibid. 


7. A deed, which purports to be made between “C. M., President of the 
D. R. Manufacturing Co.,” and ‘“W. M.,. Trustee,” etc., and bears the 
signature and seal of “C. M.,” with the suffix of ‘President of the 
D. R. Co.,” and also of the trustee, with but one subscribing witness, 
is not in form and effect the deed of the corporation, but is the per- 
sonal act of the president, and, if effectual at all can only pass his 

- jnterest in the property. Clayton v. Cagle, 300. 


8. When the wife does not join with the husband in making the deed, the 
status of the land as a homestead is unaltered. Stimpson ». Houston, 
344. . 


DEMAND. 
One tenant in common éatiot maintain trover against his socenAue upon a 
mere demand and refusal to deliver to him his share of the common 
property. Shearin v. Riggsbee, 216. | 


DEMURRER. 
1. The statement in a complaint of redundant nintter: or of evidential 
facts, is no ground for demurrer. Thames v. Jones, 121. 


2. So, where in an action to recover land, the plaintiff sets out his claim 
of title, the allegations in this respect cannot render the complaint 
demurrable on the ground that it joins several distinct causes of 
action. Jbid. 

8, Where in an action to recover several tracts of land, in the reparate 
possession of several defendants, the complaint does not allege of 

_ which tract each defendant is in possession; Jt was held, that it con- 
stituted no ground for demurrer, Jbid. 
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DISCONTINUANCE. 


Under the provisions of. section 8764 of The Code, a suit for a forfeiture 
or penalty is not discontinued by a repeal of the statute giving the 
penalty. 8S. v. Williams, 455. 


DIVORCE, 


The courts of this State, both as succeeding to the jurisdiction of the 
Ecclesiastical Courts, and under our statutes, have jurisdiction to 
declare a marriage void ab initio and to grant a divorce for that 
reason, but a judgment declaring the marriage to. have been void 
ab initio will not have the effect of bastardizing the issue. Setzer v., 
Setzer, 252. 


DOMICIL. : | 
1. The widow of a man who dies a citizen of another State is not entitled 
to a year’s support out of the assets of the decedent in this State, and 
the fact that she became a citizen of this State after her husband’s 
death is immaterial, since her relations to the estate and her right to 
share in it are fixed at the intestate’s death, and me the law of the 
domicil. Simpson v. Cureton, 112. 


2. If, in such case, the law of the domicil made provision for the relief 
of: decedents’ widows, and there are chattels in this State, but not 
enough property in the State of the domicil to satisfy such provision ; 
It may be, that such laws would be given effect in this State, but 
this would always be in subordination to the rights of resident, and 
perhaps of all, creditors. Jbid. 


DOWER. 


The possession of a widow remaining on her husband’s land after his 
death, is not adverse to his heirs at law. Page v. Branch, 9T. 


EASEMENT. 
1. An easement can only be created by a conveyance under seal, or by 
long user, from which such conveyance is presumed. Cagle v. 
Parker, 271. 


2. Owners of land grant a license to other persons “to build a mill and 
pack water on us, so they don’t back on our bottoms”: Held, (1) That 
the license is exceeded when the dam is raised to such height that the 
water is ponded back so as to sob the “bottom” and render its drain- 
age impossible, and make it unfit for cultivation, although it is not 
actually overflowed. (2) That it is erroneous for the court to instruct 
the jury “that damages would be recoverable only when the grant 

contained in the license was exceeded by ponding water on the 
‘bottoms.’ ” Ibid. - ; 


8. That the plaintiff is entitled to have an issue submitted to the jury 
as to the amount of annual damages caused by raising: the dam above 
its original height. Jbid. 


EQUITY PRACTICE. 


1. Where a suit in equity was pending in the Supreme Court at the time 
of the adoption of the present system of procedure, the Superior 
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Courts are the proper tribunals to proceed with the cause, and this 
Court can make no order in it, except to remand the papers. White v. 
Butcher, 7%. 


2. Where in such case, a decree had been made in this Court settling the 
rights of the parties, and only the final accounts remained to be 
taken, the Superior Courts cannot allow amended pleadings to be 
filed, or the rights of the parties as settled by the decree to be varied, 
but must proceed with the cause in accordance with the decree. Ibid. 


3. Under the former equity practice, in a suit for specific performance, a 
reference was ordered before the final decree to ascertain the balance 
due on the purchase money, but not to afford affirmative relief to the 
defendant. Jbid. 


4. Under the present practice, a ibference will not be ordered after a final 
decree. Ibid. 


ESTOPPEL. 

1. Where a grantor makes a valid exception in a deed, the thing excepted. 
remains the property of the grantor or his heirs, but if the grantor 
has no valid title to the thing excepted, neither he nor his heirs can 
recover. Fisher v. Mining Co., 95. 


2. An estoppel by deed is always confined to the subject-matter of the 
conveyance, and cannot be extended to something not conveyed by 
the deed. Jbid. 


8. So where the plaintiff’s ancestor conveyed certain land to those under 
whom the defendant claims, but excepted all the minerals on the land, 
the plaintiffs must prove title to the minerals, and the defendant is 
not estopped by the deed from denying such title. Ibid. 


4, Unless the element of fraud is present in the declarations or conduct 
of a feme covert, upon the faith of which conduct another reasonably 
might rely, and has in fact relied to his injury, she is not estopped, 
as a feme covert cannot be estopped by a contract, or anything in the 
nature of a contract. Weathersbee v. Farrar, 106. 


5. So, where a feme covert second mortgagee was ignorant of the dealings 
between the mortgagor and first mortgagee until they were consum- 
mated and finished, and upon learning of them was only silent, she is 
not estopped by her silence from asserting her rights under the second 
mortgage. Ibid. | , 


6. None but parties and privies are estopped by a judgment. Simpson v. 
Cureton, 112. 


7. Where the parties in interest are very numerous, and it is impracticable _ 
to bring them all before the court, one or more may sue or defend for 
the benefit of all, but how far those not actually before the court may 
be affected by the judgment, is left open. Thames v. Jones, 121. 


8. Where delay in bringing suit is caused by the request of the defendant, 
and his promise to pay the debt and not to avail himself of the plea 
of the statute, he will not be allowed to plead the statute, as it would 
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10. 


12. 


18. 


14, 


15. 


16. 


17. 


be against equity and good conscience; but in such case the creditor 
must bring his action within three years after such promise and 
request for delay. Joyner v. Massey, 148. 


. By Surry, C. J. In such case the request of the defendant for delay 


and his promise not to avail himself of the statute must be in writing, 
as provided by section 172 of The Code, except. in cases where it 
would enable the defendant to perpetrate a fraud. Jbid. 


By Merermon, J. The right of the creditor to have the debtor re- 
strained from setting up the statute where suit has been delayed at 

_ the debtor’s instance, is not affected by section 172 of The Code, and 
need not be in writing. Ibid. 


. Where there is a dispute as to the dividing line between two adjoining 


tracts, the acts and admissions of the adjoining proprietors recog- 
nizing one line as the true one, are evidence of its location when the 
line is unfixed and uncertain, but where it is well ascertained such 
acts and admissions are not competent evidence either to change the 

- line or ep the: Dee from ore up the true line. Davidson v. 
Artedge, 172. 


‘It seems, that such acts will entitle the losing party to recover the 


value of the Sar OveMnn he may have put on the Jand in good faith. 
Tbitd. : 


‘Where a ‘widow agrees to adhere to the provisions of a will, and in 


consequence thereof the executor proceeds to pay legacies and assume. 
obligations which would cause loss to him if the widow were to dis- 
sent, she will be estopped. by her agreement, and will not'be allowed 
‘to dissent, but where in such case she offers to put the estate in statu 
quo, and the executor has not acted under her agreement so as to 
, eause him any loss whatever, she is not estopped. Yorkley v. Stin- 
son, 236, = 


Where a widow is appointed executrix and proves the will and quali- 
fies, she cannot afterwards renounce and dissent, but must earry out 
the will in all of its provisions. Ibid, 


Where the subject- matter of an action has been once determined by 
the court, a new action will not be entertained in regard to it. If for 
any reason the former judgment ought to be set aside, it can only be 


done by’a motion in the cause for that purpose if the action is still | 


pending, and if it has been determined and come to an end, then by a 
new action to directly attack it. Albertson v. Williams, 264. 


Whenever an act is done or, statement made by a party which cannot 
be contradicted without fraud on his part, and injury to others whose 
conduct has been influenced by the act or admission, the character of 
an estoppel will attach to what otherwise would be matter of evidence. 
ick umplreys v. Fineh, 308. 


Ordinarily a judgment is conclusive as to all matters entering therein, 
and objection thereto should be taken at the time the judgment is 
rendered. Dickerson v. Wilcoxon, 309. 
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18. But when it appears from the record that an issue is raised by the 
pleadings, which is left open and undetermined, it is: error to or 
final judgment before such issue was tried. Jbid. 


19. When in an action brought against the executor and heirs at law and 
devisees of the testator, the court having jurisdiction both of the- 
persons and of the subject-matter of the action—ordered the land in 
controversy to be sold, and it was sold and purchased and paid for 
by the defendant herein, and the sale was confirmed, and title ordered 
by the court to be made to the purchaser, which was done, the de- 
fendants in such action are estopped by the judgment, and cannot | 
impeach it collaterally in this action by showing that the land be- 
longed to them, and was embraced in the orders of the court by mis- 
take, inadvertence or misapprehension. Jones v. Coffey, 347. 


EVIDENCE. | | 
1. The testimony of a member of the jury cannot be heard to impeach the 
verdict. Jones v. Parker, 33. 


2. In an action against a corporation for services rendered to it under 
a contract. of hiring, which contract is denied by the corporation, a 
letter to the plaintiff from an agent of the corporation, recognizing 
him as a servant of the corporation, is competent evidence to establish 
the contract, and also to corroborate the plaintiff when his testimony 
has been contradicted by such agent: Porter .v. R. R., 46. 


3. Where the evidence presents the case to the jury in two aspects, it is 
not error in the trial judge to refuse a prayer for instructions, which 
would present the. case to the jury only in one aspect. Ibid. 


4. The map of a city or town, which is adopted and recognized by the 
municipal authorities as correct, is competent evidence to establish 
the location of a lot in the city. Davidson v. Arledge, 172. 


5. -Where there is a dispute as to the dividing line between two adjoining 
tracts, the acts and admissions of the adjoining proprietors recogniz- 
ing one line as the true one, are evidence of its location when the 
line is unfixed and uncertain, but where it is well ascertained, such 

‘acts and admissions’are not competent evidence either to change the 
line or to estop the party from setting up the true line. Jbtd. 


6, It seems, that such acts will entitle the losing party to recover the 
value of the nproyeH ete he may nave seas on | the land, in good coun 
Ibid. 


7. Where the Supreme Court has passed upon the effect of ecord and 
_ documentary evidence i in one appeal and remanded the case for a new 
trial, it is not error for the trial judge. to refuse to submit an issue 
to be found only on such evidence, when it was declared by the court 
to be insufficient for that purpose. M Millan V.. Baker, 197. 


8. The ruling of the Supreme Court in such case is not res judicata, i bid. 


9, A written statement of the defendant relating: to: the subject-matter of 
the action is clearly competent evidence. against him. Jbid.. 


10. Even if improper evidence is admitted, the error is cured if the trial 
judge in his charge instructs the jury, not to consider it. _Bridgers Vv. 


Dill, 222. 
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11. 


12. 


13. 


4 


14 
15. 
16. 
17. 


18. 


19. 


20. 


In an action for slander, evidence of the pecuniary condition of the 
defendant is competent to increase the damages, when the plaintiff is 
entitled to vindictive or punitery damages, but the pecuniary condi- 
tion of the plaintiff is not competent for such purpose, while it may 
_ be to show actual sara Reeves v. wie 246. : 


assault and, battery or + the neglig ence of the defendant the plaintiff 
has been crippled so that he is unable to work, he may show the 
nature of his business and the value of his personal services, the loss 
of which may be more disastrous to a poor man than to one of wealth, 
but this is only for the purpose of showing actual damage. Ibid. 


Where the question in issue is the value of a horse, the plaintiff may 
testify what he gave for the horse, as the actual purchase at the 
price is an act done in pursuance of an opinion, and gives greater 
force to it. Boggan v. Horne, 268. 


Where a book containing entries not in the plaintiff’s handwriting is 
offered by the defendant, the evidence is competent when the defend- 
ant testifies that the entries were made by persons from whom he 
got the merchandise, under instructions from the plaintiff, and when 
he further testifies that the book contains everything he got from the 
plaintiff. Jbid. 


When a child, after arrival at full age, continues to reside with and 
serve the parent, the presumption is that such services were gratui- 
tous. Young v. Herman, 280. 


But this presumption may be rebutted by aise of facts and circum- 
stances which show that such was not the intention of the parties, 
and raise a promise by the parent to pay as much as the labor of the 
child is reasonably worth. Jbid. 


Where there is conflict between the testimony of the witnesses, it is 
error for the court to single out one witness and tell the jury “if you 
believe him” you must find in accordance with his testimony. Long 
v. Hatl, 286. 


Where the complaint alleges the conversion of seed cotton, the court. 
ought to charge the jury that the plaintiff must show, by a prepon- 
derance of evidence,.the conversion of such cotton; the failure 0 do 
so, when requested, is error. Ibid. 


When the only issue submitted to the jury is, “‘Was the seal opposite 
the name of the defendant, on the note at the time that he signed it,” 
evidence that there was no amount specified in the note at that tinle 
and that double the amount agreed on was inserted in the space left 
for that purpose, after the note was signed by the defendant, was 
incompetent, and.could only be competent on a general denial of its 

. execution. Humphreys v. Finch, 303. 


The fact that one of the parties listed the land in cboupmouaeay for taxa- 


tion, and paid the taxes assessed, before there was any controversy 
about it, and that the other did not, are admissible in evidence to be 


~ gonsidered by the jury, with other evidence, tending to show the 


claim of title to, and possession of the land by the parties, and their 
acts and conduct towards it. Austin v. King, 389. 
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21. The tax lists are admissible in evidence to show these facts. Ibid. 


22. The fact that the purchaser of the legal estate paid very much less 
than the land is worth, is evidence to show that he punepetet with 
notice. Durant v. Crowell, 367, 


23. The value of the property in controversy cannot be considered in pass- 
ing on the question of the solvency of the defendant. Jbdid, 


24, When the plaintiff sues to recover a stock of goods conveyed to him as 
trustee by defendant W., to secure a creditor of said defendant, evi- 
dence is admissible to prove: Ist, that it was agreed between the 
trustee and creditor, and said W., that said W. should remain in pos- 
session of the goods and sell them, and pay the debts of the firm, 
composed of said W. and the secured creditor; 2d, what goods were 
in the store when the deed in trust was executed, and what when the 
goods were seized by the sheriff; 3d, that additions had been made to 
the stock by adding goods purchased with funds which were the 
separate estate of the firm defendant, and which of the EOE seized 
were thus added. Queen v. Wernwag, 383. 


25. Whether there is any evidence, is a question for the court ; what weight 
is to be given it when there is any is for the jury. S. v. M cBryde, 3938. 


26. When the evidence only raises a suspicion of the defendant’s guilt, it 
is error to leave it to the jury. Ibid. 


27. The fact that the prisoner entered a awelling-house in. the night time, . 
_ he having no right to be there, and fled upon being discovered, is some 
evidence to go to the jury that he entered with intent to’steal, in the 
absence of any explanation on his part, although no theft was com- 
mitted. Ibid. 


28, Where the gravaman of the crime-consists in the nek alone, the jury 
may infer the intent from the circumstances. Jbid. 


29. Where a defendant is introduced as a witness in his own behalf, his 
testimony is to be considered by the jury, and be has the right to have 
the jury instructed as to the effect of his evidence, if believed by 
them. 8S. wv. Gilmer, 429, 


30. Where the evidence presents the case in two aspects, the trial judge 
should charge the jury in both aspects of the case. Ibid. 


31. Where the defendant was indicted for larceny and evidence of his 
-guilt was introduced by the State, and as a witness in his own behalf, 
he testified that the prosecutor was intoxicated, and at his request, 
he (the defendant) was taking care of property alleged to have been — 
stolen; Jt was held, error in the trial judge not to present the case 
to the jury in the aspect presented by the defendant’s evidence. Ibid. 


32. The offense of removing a crop by a tenant before paying the rent and 
discharging all liens of the landlord on it, is not complete, unless the 
crop is removed without giving the five days notice, for if the notice 
is given, removing the crop is not an offense. S. v. Crowder, 432. 


33. The want of such notice may be proved by - ‘any competent evidence, 
and it is not necessary that it should be hoes = the landlord or ° 
his agent or assignee. Ibid. 
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34. While as a general rule the answer of a witness on cross- -examination 
to questions about collateral matters is conclusive, the rule does not 
apply to questions in regard to matters which, although collateral, 
tend to show the temper, disposition and conduct of the witness in 
relation to the cause or parties. S. v. Ballard, 443. 


35. Where the cross-examination, instead of being general, descends to 
particulars, the party is bound by the answer to collateral matters, 
even when they go to show the witness’s peniper: and conduct: in rela- 
tion to the cause or parties. Ibid, 


36. A defendant in a criminal matter can only be examined as a witness 
by his own request, but if he does make the request and is examined 
his statements can be used as evidence against him. S. v. Ellis, 447, 


37. Where a prisoner made certain confessions which were induced by 
hope, and therefore inadmissible, but a day or so after, upon his 
examination before a committing magistrate, he asked to be exam- 
ined as a witness in his own behalf, when he admitted that he had 
made the confessions, but said that they were not true; It was held, 
that his evidence given before the magistrate was admissible against 
him, and it was for the jury to say whether they believed the. con- 
fession, or that part of his evidence declaring that the confessions 

were not true. Jbid. 


38. Hearsay evidence is inadmissible, except when the bodily or mental 
feelings or condition of an individual are material, when the usual 
expression of such feelings are admissible, asnough hearsay. S. v. 
Hargrove, 457. 


39. Where the defendant was indicted for stealing a. horse, the hearsay 
declarations of a party that a horse in the possession of a witness 
was the horse of the prosecutor, are inadmissible. Ibid. 


40. Since the statute allows the defendant to become a witness in his own 
behalf, he can testify as to any fact which it would be competent to 
prove by any other witness. S. v. Bethel, 459. 


41. When the charge is knowingly receiving stolen goods, the defendant 
has the right to prove by himself from whom he received them, and 
under what circumstances, and what conversation took place at that 
time, in reference to the goods, between himself and the party from 
whom he received them. Such conversation forms part of the res 
geste, and is therefore admissible. Ibid. 


42. A conviction upon the uncorroborated evidence of an accomplice is 
legal, although it is the almost universal custom of trial judges to 
instruct juries that they should be cautious ‘in convicting. on such 

_ evidence. 8S. v. Miller, 484. | 


43. The corroboration of an accomplice ought to be as to some matter, the 
truth or falsehood of which goes to prove or disprove the offense — 
_ charged against the prisoner. Ibid. 


44, Where the defendant was indicted for setting fire to an outhouse, 
_.. evidence is competent to show that at the same time an attempt was 
...- made to fire a dwelling-house near it, the evidence direetly connecting 

the defendant with the latter attempt. S..v. Thompson, 496. 
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EVIDENCE—Continued. 
45. Where the defendant was indicted for burning an. outhouse, it is com- 
petent to show threats made by him against the son and grandson of 
the owner of the house. Jbid. 


46. The objection that there is a failure of proof must be taken before 
verdict, and cannot be taken on a motion in arrest of judgment. Ibid. 


47. Unquestioned evidence of possession is sufficient proet of OWner EDAD in 
- an indictment for arson, Ibid. ) | 


(See, also, “No Evidence.”’) 


EVIDENCE-—Section 580. 
An administrator of a deceased debtor who is a defendant is rendered 
incompetent by section 580 of The Code to testify to any admissions 
- which he may have heard his intestate make in regard to the non- 
payment of a bond executed prior to 1 August, 1868. Smith v. 
Smith, 27. 


EXCEPTION IN A DEED. | ) 
1. Where a grantor makes a valid exception in a deed, the thing excepted 
remains the property of the grantor or his heirs, but if the grantor 
has no valid title to the thing excepted, neither he nor his heirs can 

recover. Fisher v. Mining Co., 95. | 


2. An estoppel by deed is always confined to the subject-matter of the 
conveyance, and cannot be extended to something not conveyed by the 
deed. Ibid. 


3. So where the plaintiff's ancestor conveyed certain land to those under 
whom the defendant claims, but excepted all the minerals on the land, 
the plaintiffs must prove title to the minerals, and the defendant is 
not estopped by the deed from denying such title. Ibid. 


EXECUTION. £3 
1. The purchaser at execution sale of the interest of one tenant in com- 
mon, only gets such estate as the judgment debtor had, and sole 
possession for twenty years is necessary to bar his cotenants. Page 

~. Branch, 97. | | 


2. A sale under execution transmits only the debtor’s. estate, in the same 
plight and subject to all the equities under which he held it. Thread- 
gill v. Redwine, 241. 


3. Where two claimants of the same land covenanted with each other to — 
become tenants in common in the land and to sell the common prop- 
erty, and after adjusting an inequality existing in the amount paid 
by each to divide the proceeds, and the interest of one was sold 
under execution; It was held, that by purchasing the interest of his 
eotenant at execution sale the other tenant in common did not 
acquire the land discharged of all claim by his cotenant, and that the 
equity for a division under the covenant did not pass: by the sheriff’s 
deed. Ibid. | 


4. Where in such case, the defendant expended money after his purchase © 
at the sheriff’s sale in removing encumbrances from the common 
property, he is entitled to be reimbursed upon a sale before any of 
the proceeds go to his cotenant. Ibid. 
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EXECUTION—Continued. 


5. To constitute a levy a seizure is necessary. If frOii the nature of the 
property an actual seizure is impossible, some act as nearly equiva- 
lent to a seizure as practicable must be substituted for it. Long v. 
Hatt, 286. 


6. When it appears from the record that an issue is raised by the plead- 
ings, which is left open and undetermined, it is error to enter final 
judgment before such issue was tried. Dickerson v. Wilcoxon, 309. 


7. When such issue was as to assets in the hands of an administrator to 
pay debts of the intestate, it was not erroneous for. the court to refuse 
to allow execution to issue de bonis propriis before such issue was 
tried. Ibid. | 


8. It is the duty of the clerk of the court, upon the application of the 
plaintiff, to issue, in proper cases, the execution against the person, 
under sections 442, 447 and 448 (3) of The Code. Kinney v. Laugh- 
enour, 325. 


9. Such execution should command the sheriff to arrest the defendant 
and commit him to the jail of the county from which it issued, until 
he shall pay the judgment or be discharged according to law. Ibid. 


10. The plaintiff R. S., having been adjudicated a bankrupt, and the land 

in controversy having been assigned to him as his homestead in the 

- bankruptcy proceedings, it is exempt from sale under execution issued 

on a judgment for a fiduciary debt which is not discharged by his 
‘discharge in bankruptcy. Stimpson v. Houston, 344, 


11. This exemption from sale under execution against the homesteader 
follows the land when conveyed by him to another party. Jbid. 


12. Wheré'a defendant has lost his appeal, but is granted a certiorari. in 

lieu thereof, the granting of the writ has the effect of an appeal as 

a stay of execution, and if the offense be bailable, he is entitled to 
pail, 8. v. Walters, 489. 


13. A sheriff is not entitled to the fee of fifty cents as for an execution 
against each taxpayer, after the tax list is placed in his hands, but 
only becomes entitled to such fee, if at all, when. he actually levies _ 
and seizes property in order to collect the tax. S. v. Bisaner, 503. 


EXECUTOR. . . ; 

1. Where acting under a power conferred by a will to dispose of the 
testator’s estate in his land, the executor contracts to sell the tes- 
_tator’s interest in a certain tract of land, and upon payment of the 
purchase money to convey such interest in fee to the purchaser, the 
executor is not liable, under the terms of this contract, either indi- 
vidually or in his representative capacity, for a failure in making 
title to a part of the land. Twitty v. Lovelace, 54. 


2. Where a widow agrees to adhere to the provisions of a will, and in 
consequence thereof the executor proceeds to pay legacies and assume 
obligations which would cause loss to him if the widow were to 
dissent, she will be estopped by her agreement, and will not be 
allowed to dissent, but where in such case she offers to put the. 
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EXECUTOR—Continued. | | 
estate in statu quo, and the executor has not acted under her agree- 
ment so as to cause him any loss whatever, she is not estopped. 
Yorkley v. Stinson, 236. 


38. Where a widow is appointed executrix and proves the will and quali- 
fies, she cannot afterwards renounce and dissent, but must carry 
out the will in all of its provisions. Ibid. 


EXTORTION. 

i. Where the defendant was indicted for extortion, and the bill charged 
that it was done as tax-collector, while the evidence showed that he 
was deputy sheriff, and collected taxes by virtue of this office, and 

hot that of tax-collector, the variance was held to be fatal. 8. Vv. 
Bisaner, 503. 


2. Where the defendant was indicted for avibeeion in <eollecting two 
dollars and thirteen cents as taxes, when only one dollar and sixty- 
three cents was due, and the evidence showed that he collected one 
dollar and sixty-three cents as taxes, and fifty cents as costs, the 
variance was held to be fatal. Ibid. = } | 


FELLOW-SERVANT. 
1. Where an employee of a railroad company is injured by the negligence 
of a fellow-servant, the common master is not liable. Webb v. 
R. R., 387. 


2. The fact that a coemployee has ee from the commen master to 
discharge his fellow-servants, does not, of itself, constitute him a 
vice-principal. J bed. ‘ 


FELONY. 
1. In capital félonies, the prisoner — the right to be ere in court at 
all times during the course of his trial, and if he is absent at any time 
it vitiates a conviction. 8S. v. Kelly, 404. 


2. In felonies less than capital, the prisoner has the right to be present 
at all stages of his trial, but his presence is not essential to the 
validity of the conviction. Ibid. 


3. It seems, that a prisoner in a capital felony can waive his right to 
be present at all stages of the trial, but his counsel cannot waive it 
for him. JIbvid. | > ; 


4. If a prisoner in ‘an indictment for a felony less than capital flee the 
court during the trial, he will be deemed to have waived his right to 
be present, and the court need not stop the trial. Ibid. 


FENCES. 

- 1. In order to complete the offense of injury to livestock, it is not neces- 
sary that the offense should be consummated within the enclosure not 
surrounded by a lawful fence, for if it is begun therein and com- 
pleted outside of such enclosure, the offense is complete. 8. v. God- 
frey, 507. 


2. So, where the defendant. set his dogs on a cow who was in a field not 
surrounded by a lawful fence,-and the dogs chased and worried her 
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both within the field and also outside of it; It was held, that the 
defendant was not entitled to an instruction 'to the jury that unless 
the cow was injured in the field he would not be guilty. Ibid. 


3. If in such case, the cow had been gently driven out of the field, and 
then the injury inflicted, the case would be different. Ibid. 


FINE. 
1. A prisoner is entitled to be discharged from imprisonment for the 
nonpayment of a finé and costs upon complying with the provisions 
of The Code, ch. 27, sec. 2967 et seq., and this is so, although a work- 


house has been established by the county commissioners in accord- 
ance with the provisions of The Code, sec. 786. 8S. v. Wiliams, 414. 


2. Where a town ordinance leaves the fine or penalty imposed by it un- 
certain as to the amount, it is void for uncertainty, and a warrant 
founded on it will be quashed. S. v. Rice, 421. _ 


3. Where a statute provides that a party guilty of the offense created by 
it shall be fined or imprisoned, the court has no power to both fine 
and imprison. 8S. v. Walters, 489. 


FORCIBLE TRESPASS. | | 
Although the entry on land in the possession of another be peaceable, 
yet if after entering the defendant, upon being ordered to leave, uses 
violent language and pursues the cee to his house, he is guilty 
of forcible trespass. 8. v. Talbot, 494, 


FRAUD. 

1. Unless the element of fraud is present in the declarations or conduct 
of a feme covert, upon the faith of which conduct, another reasonably 
might. rely, and has in fact relied to his injury, she is not estopped, 
as a feme covert cannot be estopped by a contract, or anything in the 
nature of a contract. Weathersbee v. Farrar, 106. 


ae The right to recover damages for deceit in the sale of land effected by 
fraudulent devices and representations, is well settled. Stanton v. 
Hughes, 318. | 


FRAUDULENT CONVEYANCES. 

1. When the plaintiff sues to recover a stock of goods conveyed to him 
. as trustee-by defendant W.,: to secure a ereditor of said defendant, 
_. evidence is admissible to prove: Ist, that it was agreed between the 
trustee and creditor, and said W., that said W. should remain in 
possession of the goods and sell them, and pay the debts of the firm, 
composed of said W. and the secured creditor; 2d, what goods were 
in the store when the deed in trust was executed, and what when the 
. goods were seized by the sheriff; 3d, that additions had been made 
to the stock by adding goods purchased with funds which were the | 
separate estate of the firm defendant, and which of the goods seized 

were thus added. Queen v. Wernwag, 388. 


2:°In such case the trustee can claim only such of the goods as composed 
the original stock, and not those added by the firm defendant. Jbid. 
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GATES. . . 

| 1.J urisdiction to license the erection of a gate across a public road is 
conferred by The: Code, see. 2058, on the board of supervisors of 
public roads. This applies to roads already established. Andrews v. 
Beam, 315. 


2. Jurisdiction to lay out, ete., Seblie roads, is conferred by section 2023 
on the board of county commissioners; and in the exercise of this 
power they may grant to a party over whose.land any new road 
ordered by them to be laid out may pass the right to erect gates 
across such road. Ibid. 


GRAND JURY. 


1. Where it did not appear from the Gadoneewant on the indictment that 
the witnesses:sent to the grand jury had been sworn, it was held no 
ground to quash the indictment after a plea of not guilty, or to 
arrest the judgment after verdict. 8. v. Sheppard, 401. 


2, Where the record sets out that a bill of indictment was returned into 
open court by the hands of the foreman of the grand jury, it suffi- | 
ciently appears that the grand jurors were present in court, and the 
entry is a proper one. S. v. Starnes, 428. 


3. Where a statute creating a special criminal court for certain counties 
allows every facility to the accused of getting a fair and impartial 
jury, it is not unconstitutional because it does not follow the same 
methods of drawing the jury which are provided for the Superior 
Courts. S. v. Jones, 469, zi 


GROWING CROPS. 


‘An indictment for the larceny of growing crops need not allege that the 
crops were cultivated for food or market, unless the lareeny charged 
was that some fruit or vegetables cultivated for food or market, not 
specifically mentioned in the statute. S. v. Ballard, 443. 


GUARDIAN. 

1. As a general rule, a receiver is responsible for his own neglect only, 
and is protected when he acts in entire good faith, but when a re- 
ceiver is appointed to take charge of an infant’s estate who has no 
guardian, and is directed to lend out the money and pay the income 

over to the ward, he will be held to the same accountability as a 
guardian: Collins v. Gooch, 186. 


-2.-A guardian will be held liable for any loss resulting from a loan made 
without taking any security, however solvent the debtor may have 
been when the loan was made. Ibid. 


s It is the duty of a guardian in making his samuel returns to set out 
the manner in which he has invested the ward’s estate, and the nature 
of the securities which he holds as guardian. Jbid. 


4, A receiver or other trustee may keep money in‘a bank as a safe place 
-of deposit, or may use the bank as a means of transmitting money | 
to distant. places, and if he uses reasonable diligence he- will not be 
held liable if the bank fails, but this does not authorize a loan to the 
bank by such trustee without taking security. Ibid. . 
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5. Where a receiver was appointed to take charge of an infant’s estate 
and invest the same, and report to the court annually, and he de- 
posited a portion of the money in a bank in another State to his 
credit as receiver, on which deposit he was paid interest by the bank, 
which afterwards failed; Zt was held, that the receiver was liable 
for the loss, as he had failed to report to the court the manner in 
which he had invested the infant’s estate, auouey he had acted in 
the best faith. Ibid. 


GUARDIAN AD LITEM. | 
1. Before the adoption of the new system of puoeeauive: it was the com- 
mon practice for the administrator to file his petition to sell land: 
for assets, and if the heir was an infant, to have a guardian ad litem 
appointed without any service upon the infant at all. Cates v. 
Pickett, 21. | , 


2. The appointment of a guardian ad litem is valid, although the infant 
has not been regularly served with process, but has only accepted 
service thereof. Ibid. 


HABEAS CORPUS. 

1. The application of an insolvent confined for the nonpayment of costs 
is a proceeding in the cause in which he was convicted, and should 
be made by petition to the court wherein the judgment against him 
was entered. 8S. v. Miller, 451. 


2. If in such case the clerk should refuse to allow the prisoner to take 
the oath, the remedy is by an appeal to the judge holding the courts of 
that district, and it is intimated that it is irregular for the judge 

of an adjoining district to release the prisoner on a writ of Habeas 
corpus. Ibid. , 


38. Where, in such case, the prisoner has been released by the writ of 
habeas corpus, if he has complied with all the conditions of the 
statute, this Court will not reverse the judgment. Ibid. 


4. The State has no appeal from a judgment releasing a prisoner in a 
habeas corpus. Ibid. . 


HIGHWAYS. . 

1. So, in an action for failing to keep a sufficient bridge over a canal cut 
across a public road, brought under section 2036 of The Code, the 
plaintiff need not allege that the road was laid off before the mill was 
erected, in order to negative the proviso in that statute. Wadsworth 
wv. Stewart, 116. . 


2. Jurisdiction to license the erection of a gate across a public road is 
conferred by The Code, see. 2058, on the board of supervisors of 
public roads. This applies to roads already established. Andrews v. 
Beam, 315. <- _- : 


3. Jurisdiction to lay out, etc., public roads, is conferred by section 2023, 
on the board of county commissioners; and in the exercise of this 

- power they may grant to a party over whose land any new. road 
ordered by them to be laid out, may pass, the right to erect gates 
across such road. Ibid. 
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HIGHWAYS—Continued. 
4. The Legislature has complete power to regulate the highways in the 
State, and may prescribe what vehicles may be used on them, with 
a view to the safety of passengers over them, and the preservation of 
the road. S. v. Yopp, 477. , 


5. Where a statute forbade the use of bicycles on a certain road, unless 
permitted by the superintendent of the road, it was held, that the act 
was not unconstitutional. Ibid. 


HOMESTEAD. . 

1. The plaintiff R. S., having been adjudicated a bankrupt, and the land 
in controversy having been assigned to him as his homestead in the 
bankruptcy proceedings, it is exempt from sale under execution issued 
on a judgment for a fiduciary debt which is not discharged by his 
discharge in bankruptey. Simpson v. Houston, 344. | 


2. This exemption from sale under execution against the homesteader . 
follows the land when conveyed by him to another party. Ibid. 


8, When the wife does not join with the husband in making the deed, 
the status of the jand as a homestead is unaltered. Ibid. 


HOMICIDE. | 
The law does not clothe a police officer with authority to judge arbi- 
trarily of the necessity of killing a prisoner to secure him, or of 
killing a person to prevent a rescue, and it must be left to the jury 
_to pass on the necessity for such killing. 8S. v. Bland, 488. 


HUSBAND AND WIFE. (See Married Women.) 


ILLEGAL VOTING. 
1. The decision of judges of the election that a person is entitled to vote, 
is a complete defense to an indictment for illegal voting, although 
such person may not in fact be entitled to vote. S. v. Pearson, 434. 


2. Quere, whether a pardon will restore the right to vote to one who 
has been convicted of an infamous crime. Ibid. 


INDICTMENT. 
1. An indictment against public officers for a failure to perform a public 
duty, must set out the specific duty imposed on them which they have 
neglected. S. v. Commissioners, 388. . 


2. The court may, in its discretion, allow a motion to quash at any time 
before verdict. S. v. Sheppard, 401. 


3. Judgment can be arrested only for some matter appearing on the face 
of the record, or for some matter which ought to be in the record, 
but is not there. Jbid. | 

4, The endorsement on the back of an indictment is no part of the record. 
Ibid. | 

5. Where it did not appear from the endorsement, on the indictment that 
the witnesses sent to the grand jury had been sworn, it was held no 
ground to quash the indictment after a plea of not guilty, or to arrest 

‘the judgment after verdict. Ibid. 
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6. Where the record sets out that a bill of indictment was returned into 
open court by the hands of the foreman of the grand. jury, it suffi- 
ciently appears that the grand jurors were present in court, and the 
entry is a proper one. S. v. Starnes, 423. 


7. An indictment for the larceny of growing crops need not allege that 
the crops were cultivated for food or market, unless the larceny 
charged was that of some fruit or vegetable cultivated for food or 
market, not specifically mentioned in the statute. .S. v. Ballard, 448. 


8. It is not material (except in cases where time is of the essence of the 
offense) to charge in an indictment the true day on which an offense 
was committed; nor to prove the day as charged. S. v. Swaim, 462. 


9. If a statute creating an offense ig amended in any important particular, 
a bill of indictment for an offense committed before the act was 
amended, but which was found after the passage of the amending 
act, should charge the offense under the old act, and continue an 
averment that the offense was committed before the amendment was 
passed. S. v. Massey, 465. 


10. Where a statute makes an act a crime if done “wantonly and wil- 
fully,” these words are not sufficiently supplied by an averment in 
an indictment drawn under the statute, that the act was done “un- 
lawfully and maliciously.” Jbid. 


11. The term “unlawfully” implies that an act is done in a manner not 
- allowed by the law; the term “wantonly” denotes turpitude, and 
that the act done is done of wicked purpose; the term “wilfully” 
denotes that the act is done RDOWINEEY, and on purpose, but not of 
malice. Ibid, | 


12. Different parties cannot be charged’ in the same indictment with 
different and distinct offenses. S. v. Hall, 474. 


13. Where two separate and distinct departments of a municipal corpora- 
tion are charged with separate duties in the government of the 
corporation, the officers of such two departments cannot be joined in 
one indictment, charging a breach of public duty.  /bid. 


14, Where an officer of a municipal corporation is indicted for a failure to 
perform a public duty, the indictment should state with what duty he 
is charged, and his failure to perform it. 


INFANTS. a, 

1. Before the adoption of the new system of procedure, it was the common 
practice for the administrator to file his petition to sell land for 
assets, and if the heir was an infant, to have a guardian ad litem 
appointed without any service upon the infant at all. Cates v. 
Pickett, 21. — | 


2. The appointment of a guardian ed litem is valid, although the infant 
has not been regularly served with process, but has only accepted 
service thereof? Jbid. 


3. Where an administrator filed a petition to make assets, and the heir 
at law, an infant under fourteen years old, accepted service of the 
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summons, and a guardian ad litem was appointed, but no actual 
service was ever made; Jt was held, that the irregularity was cured 
_ by section 387 of The Codes: Ibid. 


4. As a general rule, a receiver is responsible for his own neglect only, 
and is protected when he acts in entire good faith, but when a re- 
ceiver is appointed to take charge of an infant’s estate who has no 
guardian, and is directed to lend out the money and pay the income 
over to the ward, he will be held to the same accountability as a 
guardian. Collins v. Gooch, 186. 


5. A guardian will be held liabie for any loss resulting from a loan made - 
without taking any security, however solvent the debtor may have 
been when the loan was made. Ibid. 


6. It is the duty of a guardian in making his annual returns to set out 
the manner in which he has invested the ward’s estate, and the 
nature of the securities which he holds as guardian. Jbid. 


7. A receiver or other trustee may keep money in a bank as a safe place 
of deposit, or may use the bank ay a means of transmitting money to 
distant places, and if he uses reasonable diligence he will not be 
held liable if the bank fails, but this does not authorize a loan to 
the bank by such trustee without taking security. Jbid. 


8. Where a receiver was appointed to take charge of an infant’s estate 

| and invest the same, and report to the court annually, and he de- 
posited a portion of the money in a bank in another State to his 
credit as receiver, on which deposit he was paid interest by the 
bank, which afterwards failed; f¢ was held, that the receiver was 
liable for the loss, as he had failed to report to the court the manner 
in which he had invested the infant’s estate, although he had acted 
in the best faith. Jbid. 


INJURY TO LIVESTOCK. 


1. In order to complete the offense of injury to livestock, it is not neces- 
sary that the offense should be consummated within the enclosure 
not surrounded by a lawful fence, for if it is begun therein and > 
completed outside of such enclosure, the offense is eomplere: S. v. 
Godfrey, 507. 


2. So, where the defendant set his aoeea on a cow who was in a field’ not 
surrounded by a lawful fence, and the dogs chased and worried her 
both within the field and also outside of it; It was held, that the 
defendant was not entitled to an instruction to the jury that unless 
the cow was injured in the field he would not be guilty. Ibid. 


3. If in such case, the cow had been gently driven out of the field, and 
_ then the injury inflicted, the case would be different. Ibid. 


INSOLVENT DEBTORS. 


1. A prisoner is entitled to be discharged from paphaonment for the non-_ 
payment of a fine and costs upon complying with the provisions of 
The Code, sec. 2967 et seg., and this is so, altheugh a workhouse has 
been established. in accordance with the provisions of section 786. 

8. v. Williams, 414. 
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2. The application of an insolvent confined for the nonpayment of costs 
is a proceeding in the cause in which he was convicted, and should 
be made by petition to the court wherein the judgment against him 
was entered. S. uv. Miller, 451. 


3. If in such case the clerk should refuse to allow the prisoner to take 
the oath, the remedy is by an appeal to the judge holding the courts 
of that district, and it is intimated that it is irregular for the judge 
of an adjoining district to release the prisoner on a writ of habeas 
corpus. Tbid. 


4, Where, in such case, the prisoner has been released by the writ of 
habeas corpus, if he has complied with all the conditions of the 
statute this Court will not reverse the judgment. Jbdid. 


INSURANCE, 


1. When the terms of a contract are that the plaintiff shall build certain 
houses for the defendant, within a given time, for which he is to 
receive so much, he cannot recover anything, either upon the special 
contract, or upon a quantum meruit, unless he avers and proves an 
entire performance. Lawing v. Rintels, 350. 


2. This rule is not altered by the fact that the property was destroyed by 
accidental fire just before the work was completed. I bid. 

3. If the defendant received anything by insurance on the property, the 
plaintiff has no right to any part thereof. Ibid. 


IN TENT. 
1, When the act of a person may be reasonably attributed to two or more 
motives, the one criminal and the other innocent, the law will.always 
ascribe the act to the innocent motive. S. v. McBryde, 3938. 


2. Where the gravamen of the crime consists in the intent alone, the 
jury may infer the intent from the circumstances. Ibid. 


ISSUES. 

1. Where issues are submitted which are not raised by the pleadings 
without objection in the court below, objection cannot be made to 
them for the first time in this Court, and the findings must stand. 
Porter v. R. R. Co., 66. 


2, Where the jury respond affirmatively or negatively to the issues sub- 
mitted to them, it is a general verdict although there be several 
issues; when they state the facts, and leave the court to apply the 
law arising upon them, it is a special verdict. Ibid. 


8. In actions for the recovery of money only, or of specific real property, 
the jury may in their discretion render either a general or special 
verdict, but in all other cases the court may direct them to find a 
special verdict, and it may instruct them, if they find a general 
verdict, to find upon particular questions of fact, material in the case, 
but which are not put in issue by the pleadings. Jbid. 


4, Where the findings on the issues are contradictory, a new trial will be 
granted. Jbid. 
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5. ‘The only issues proper to be submitted to the jury are those matters 
alleged on the one side and denied on the other, which are necessary 
to determine the controversy, and-every such issue ought to be either 
submitted, or under the instruction of the court clearly embraced in 
some other issue which is submitted. Kirk v. R. R., 82. 


6. In an action to recover damages for an injury caused by the negli- 
. gence of the defendant, who pleads contributory negligence on the 
part of the plaintiff, the defendant is entitled to an issue on this 
question, unless the court includes it under the issue as to negligence, 

by proper instructions to the jury. Ibid. | 


7. Where the Supreme Court has passed upon the effect of record and 
documentary evidence in one appeal and remanded the case for a 
new trial, it is not error for the trial judge to refuse to submit an 
issue to be found only on such evidence, when it was declared by this 
Court to be insufficient for that purpose. McMillan v. Baker, 197. 


8. When it appears from the record that an issue is raised by the plead- | 
ings, which is left open and undetermined, it is error to enter final 
judgment before such issue was tried. Dickerson v. Wilcoxon, 309. 


9. When such issue was as to assets in the hands of an administrator to 
pay debts of the intestate, it was not erroneous for the court to refuse 
to allow execution to issue de bonis es edad before such issue was 
tried. Ibid. - 


10. Where at the commencement of the trial certain issues were agreed 
upon by the parties to the action, but subsequently the court substi- 
tuted others without objection: Held, that, after verdict an excep- 
‘tion that such issues were not properly submitted came too late. 
Phifer v. Alexander, 335. 


JUDGE’S CHARGE. | 
1. Where the evidence presents the ease to the jury in two aspects, it is 
not error in the trial judge to refuse a prayer for instructions, which 
would present the case to the jury only in one aspect. Porter v. 
R. R., 46. 


2, Where the assignment of error to the judge’ s charge to the jury was 
“that the appellant excepted to the whole charge and especially to 
the instruction on the third issue”; It was held, that such assignment 
of error was improper. Barber v. Roseboro, 192. 


3. Where there is no evidence to prove the affirmative of an issue, it is 
not error for the judge to so charge the jury. Jbid. 

4, Even if improper evidence is admitted in evidence, the error is cured: 
if the judge in his charge instructs the jury not to consider it. 
Bridgers v. Dill, 222, | . 


5. Where any part of the judge’s charge is excepted to, the exception 
should point out specifically wherein the error consists. pees Vv. 
Horne, 268. . 


6. Where there is conflict between the testimony. of the witnesses, it is 
error for the court to single out one witness and tell the jury “if you 
believe him” you must find in accordance with his testimony. Long. 
v, Hall, 286. 
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7. Where the complaint alleges the conversion of seed cotton, the ‘court 
ought to charge the jury that the plaintiff must show, by a prepon- 
derance of evidence, the conversion of such cotton; the failure to. 
do so, when requested, is error. Ibid. 


8. While it may not be sufficient ‘ground for a new trial that the court 
failed to give instructions to which the appellant might have been 
entitled if he had requested them, it is nevertheless the duty of the 
judge to declare and explain the law arising upon the facts as they 
bear upon the issue; and simply calling attention to the issues, 
without further instruction, is error. Phifer v. Alexander, 335. 


9. Where a defendant is introduced as a witness in his own behalf, his 
testimony is to be considered by the jury, and he has the right to 
have the jury instructed as to the effect. of. his evidence, if believed 

by them. WS. v. Gilmer, 429. - . 


10. Where the evidence presents the case in two aspects, the trial judge 
should charge the jury in both aspects of the case. Ibid. 


il. Where the defendant was indicted for larceny and evidence of his 
guilt was introduced by thé State, and as a. witness in his own behalf 
he testified that the prosecutor was intoxicated, and at his request, 
he (the defendant) was taking care of property alleged to have been 
stolen; Jt was hetd, error in the trial judge not to present the case 
to the jury in the aspect presented by the defendant’s evidence. Ibid. 


12. Defendant was indicted for perjury, committed on the trial of a 
warrant before a justice for assaulting his wife on 17 November, 
1885, on the trial of which, as a witness in his own behalf, he swore 
that he did not strike his wife on the day mentioned in the warrant 
and had not struck her for three years before that time. The State 
introduced several witnesses who proved the assault on the day 
mentioned and other assaults on other days, and also corroborating 
circumstances: Held, that it was not error for the court to charge 
the jury “that the date in the warrant should be considered in con- | 
nection with the testimony of the witnesses for the State and as to 
the various assaults mentioned in the testimony for the purpose of 
determining whether the assault was actually committed as coated 
in the warrant.” 8. v. Swaim, 462. 


13. A. trial judge is not required to give a prayer for instructions in the 
very words in which it is.asked, nor is it his duty to give instructions 
not pertinent to the case. 8S. v. Jones, 469. 


14, The trial judge, in his charge to the jury, is not required to recite to 
them the testimony of each witness in the order in which he was 
examined, but need only give a clear and intelligent statement of the 
evidence, with its legal bearing upon the issue. Ibid. 


15. A conviction upon the uncorroborated evidence of an accomplice is 
legal, although it is the almost universal custom of trial judges to 
instruct juries that they should be cautious in convicting on such 
evidence, S. v. Miller, 484. 
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1. 


10. 


an 


12. 


13. 


Where a judgment debtor agreed with the plaintiff that when he (the 

_ debtor) collected a debt due him by a third person he would pay the 
judgment, it does not operate as a discharge of the. judgment, and if 
the defendant fails to collect such debt the judgment may be enforced 
against him. Harris v. Mott, 103. 


. None but parties and privies are pound by a judgment. Sinneon Ve 


Cureton, 112. 


. Where the parties in interest are very numerous, and it is. impracti- 


eable to bring them all before the court, one or more may sue or 
defend for the benefit of all, but how far those not actually before 
the court may be affected by the. Judgment is left open. Thames v. 
Jones, 121, 


Where the court has jurisdiction of the person ana ivecematige its 
judgment will not be void, although there were grave irregularities | 
whieh would have been fatal to the action or oe by the de- 
fendants in apt time. Brooks v. Brooks, 136. 


. While a judgment may be irregular or erroneous, yet if. no objection 


is made to it on that particular ground it will not be reversed. Ibid. 


. Where there is a verdict in favor of the appellee, the Supreme Court 


can only award a new. trial for error committed on the trial before the 
jury, and cannot reform the verdict or give final judgment for the 
appellant. McMillan v. Baker, 197, | 


. Where a judgment is rendered against two derenaanix:- one only of 


whom appeals, the appeal does not vacate the meen as to the 
other defendant. Rottins v. Love, 210. —— 


. Where a judgment has been rendered against a surety to a bond, who 


died after the judgment was entered, his administrator cannot set 


up as a defense to a notice to show cause why judgment should not 


be entered against him as administrator, and execution issue, that 

his intestate was insane when he signed the bond. Such matter must 
be brought forward by a direct proceeding to attack the gugement: 
Ibid, 


. After final judgment disposing of the rights of the parties, it is too 


late to introduce a new cause of acon into the controversy. Brendle 
v. Herren, 257. 


So, in an action to have the holder of the legal title declared a trustee, 
it is too late after final judgment to ask for an account of the rents 
and profits. Ibid. — 


The expiration of ten years after a judgment is docketed is equally a 
bar to an action, on such judgment, and to a motion to revive it, 
being dormant, so that execution may issue on it. Lilly v. West, 276. 


The lien of a judgment expires at the end of ten years from the time 
it is docketed. The only provision which extends this time is that 
contained in C. C. P., see. 254; The Code, sec. 435. Ibid. . 


Ordinarily a judgment is conclusive as to all matters entering therein, 
and objection thereto should be taken at the time the jugEment is 
rendered. Dickerson v. Wilcovon, 309. 
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14. But when it appears from the record that an issue is raised by the 
pleadings, which is left open and undetermined, it is error to enter 
final judgment before such issue was tried. Jbdid. 


15. When such issue was as to assets in the hands of an administrator to 
pay debts of the intestate, it was not erroneous for the court to 
refuse to allow execution to issue de bonis propriis before such issue 
was tried. Ibid, 


16. When in an action brought against the executer and heirs at law and 
devisees of the testator, the court having jurisdiction both of the 
persons and of the subject-matter of the action—ordered the land in 
controversy to be sold, and it was sold and purchased and paid for 
by the defendant herein, and the sale was confirmed, and title ordered 
by the court to be made to the purchaser, which was done, the de- 
fendants in such action are estopped by the judgment, and cannot 
impeach it collaterally in this action by showing that the land be- 
longed to them, and was embraced in the orders of the court by : 
mistake, inadvertence or misapprehension, Jones v. Coffey, 3847. 


JUDGMENT—IRREGULAR. 


1, While a judgment may be irregular or erroneous, yet if no objection 
is made to it on that particular ground, it will not be reversed. 
Brooks v. Brooks, 136. 


2. Where the court has jurisdiction of the person and subject-matter, its 
judgment will not be void, although there were grave irregularities 
which would have been fatal to the action if presented by the defend- 
ants in apt time. Jbid. 


JUDICIAL SALE. 


1. Where an administrator filed a petition to make assets, and the heir 
at law, an infant under fourteen years old, accepted service of the 
summons, and a guardian ad litem was appointed, but no actual 
service was ever made; Jt was held, that the irregularity was cured 
by section 387 of The Code. Cates v. Pickett, 21. 


2. Where a contingent remainder is created, the tenant in possession and 
those in remainder im esse cannot have a decree for a sale of the 
land unless some one of each class of contingent remaindermen are 
im esse and before the court. Young v. Young, 1382. 


8. So, where land was settled on a trustee, in trust for A. for life, re- 
mainder in trust for her children then living and the issue of such 
children as may have died leaving issue, with a power in the trustee 
to sell the land whenever in his opinion best for the interest of the 
cestuis qui trust, with directions to reinvest the proceeds as he | 
thought best; Jt was hetd, that a Court of Equity could not decree a 
sale at the instance of the life tenant and her children, and the 
trustee having died without executing the power of sale, a trustee | 
appointed by the court could not execute it. Ibid, 


4. Before a purchaser at a judicial sale can be held to his bid, the sale 
« must be confirmed by the court which ordered it to be made. Hudson 
v. Coble, 260, 
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JUDICIAL SALE—Continued. 

5. If a purchaser at a judicial sale fails to comply with his bid, the court 
may either decree: First, that he specifically perform his contract; 
or second, that the land be resold and the purchaser released; or 
third, that without releasing the purchaser, the land be resold, but in 
this case the purchaser must undertake as a condition precedent to 

. the order of sale, to pay all additional costs and to make good any 
deficiency in the price. Jbid. 


6. The Statute of Frauds has no application to a judicial sale. Jbid. 


JURISDICTION, ; 
1. Where a power is to be exercised entirely at the discretion of the 
donee of the power, Courts of Equity have no jurisdiction to force 
him to act, and if he has died without exercising the power, they 
cannot confer it upon a trustee appointed by the court. Young v. 

Young, 132. 


2. Where the court has jurisdiction of the person and subject-matter, its 
judgment will not be void, although there were grave irregularities 
which would have been fatal to the action if presented by the defend- 
ants in apt time. Brooks v. Brooks, 136. 


3. So, where a proceeding in the nature of a creditor’s bill was “prouzhe 
under section 1448 of The Code, to have a settlement of a decedent’s © 
estate and to have the land sold for assets, but the summons was not 
made returnable as prescribed by that section, and the plaintiff did 
not purport to sue on behalf of all the creditors, nor was there any 
‘advertisement for creditors as provided by the statute, nor were the 
statutory requirements at all complied with: It was held, that the 
proceeding was not void, no objection having been made by the de- 
fendants to these irregularities. Ibid. 


4, The courts of this State, both as succeeding to the jurisdiction of the 
Ecclesiastical Courts, and under our statutes, have jurisdiction to 
declare a marriage void ab initio and to grant a divorce for that 
reason, but a judgment declaring the marriage to have been void 
ab initio will not have the effect of bastardizing the issue. Setzer v. 
Setzer, 252. | | 


5. A proceeding to sell land for assets is essentially equitable, and the 
court has all the powers of a Court of Equity to accomplish its pur- 
pose. Hudson v: Coble, 260. 


6. Jurisdiction to license the erection of a gate across a public road is. 
conferred by The Code, sec. 2058, on the board of supervisors of 
public roads: This applies to roads already established. Andrews 
v, Beam, 315. | 

7. Jurisdiction to lay out, etc., public roads, is conferred by section 2023 
on the board of county commissioners; and in the exercise of this 
power they may grant to a party over whose land any new road 
ordered by them to be laid out, may pass, the right to erect gates 
across such road. bid. 


8. Whether a judge can grant a judgment taxing a esate with the pay- 
ment of costs, at Chambers and in vacation, quere. 8S. v. Ray, 510. 
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9. The resident judge of a district has no other powers within such dis- 
trict in vacation than any other judge of the Superior Court. Ibid. 


JURISDICTION—JUSTICE OF THE PEACE. 


1. Where a commission merchant wrote to his customer that a certain 
amount was due him and that he might draw for it, which letter. the 
customer showed to the plaintiff who took the draft on its credit, but 
the commission merchants afterwards refused to accept it, when the 
plaintiff sued both the drawer and the commission merchants; Jt was 
held, that the liability of both was ex contractu, and if the amount 
was under two hundred dollars a justice had jurisdiction. Nimocks 
v. Woody, 1. _ 


2. In actions arising out of contract, it is the sum demanded that fixes 
the jurisdiction. Brantley v. Finch, 91. 


3. It is only when the principal sum demanded exceeds two hundred 
dollars that the plaintiff is required to remit the excess above that 
sum in order to give the justice jurisdiction. Ibid. 


4. So where the sum demanded, both in the summons and on the trial, 
was two hundred dollars, but the plaintiff filed an account showing 
_more than that sum to be due, the justice had jurisdiction without 
any remission of the excess of the account over the sum demanded. 
Ibid. 


JURISDICTION—SUPERIOR COURT. 


1, Where a suit in equity was pending in the Sipe Court at the time 
of the adoption of the present system of procedure, the Superior 
Courts are the proper tribunals to proceed with the cause, and this 
Court can make no order in it, except to remand the papers. White 
v. Butcher, 7. 


2, Where in. such case, a decree had been made in this Court settling the 
rights of the parties, and only the final accounts remained to be 
taken, the Superior Courts cannot allow amended pleadings to be 
filed, or the rights of the parties as settled by the decree to be varied, 
but must proceed with the cause in accordance with the decree. Ibid. 


3. Sending a case to be tried by a referee does not deprive the court of 
its jurisdiction, and it can make any and all necessary orders therein, 
pending the trial before the referee. MeNeill v. Lawton, 16. 


4, So, a plaintiff may take a nonsuit while the case is pending before a 
referee, if the case be one in which he is entitled to do so. Jbid. 


5. Where the complaint in an action against several defendants to recover 
land described the locus in quo as several tracts adjoining each other 
and situated in the counties of Cumberland and Bladen, of which the 
defendants are in possession and wrongfully withhold from the plain- 
tiffs; It was held, that under this allegation, the Superior Court of 
Cumberland had jurisdiction. Thames v. Jones, 121. 

6. Where the court has jurisdiction of the person and subject-matter, its 
judgment will not be void, although there were grave irregularities 
which would have been fatal to the action if presented by the de-. 
fendants in apt time. Brooks v. Brooks, 136. | 
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7. No order of reference can be made to ascertain any facts a place 
after the final judgment. Pearson v. Carr, 194. 


 §& After final judgment in the Supreme Court, the Superior Court has no 
power.to order a further reference, or to take any action in the 
cause, Ibid, 


9. Under sections 12 and 22, Article IV, of the Constitution, the Legis- 
lature has the power to establish, limit, and define the jurisdiction of 
the Superior Courts; to prescribe the methods of procedure in them, 
and the extent, manner, time and place of exercising their jurisdic- 
tion; and can declare what judgments and orders may be given by 
these courts in or out of term—except that the issues of fact can be 
tried by a jury only in term time. Bynum v. Powe, 374. 


JURISDICTION—SUPREME COURT. 


1. Where a suit in equity was pending in the Supreme Court at the time 
of the adoption of the present system of procedure, the Superior 
Courts are the proper tribunals to proceed with the cause, and this 
Court can make no order in it, except to remand the papers. White 
wv, Butcher, 7. 


2.. Where in such case, a decree had been made in this Court settling the 
rights of the parties, and only the final accounts remained to be 
taken, the Superior Courts cannot allow amended pleadings to be 
filed, or the rights of the parties as settled by the decree to be varied, 
but must proceed with the cause in accordance with the decree. Ibid. 


8. Where there is a verdict in favor of the appellee, the Supreme Court 
can only award a new trial for error committed on the trial before 
the jury, and cannot reform the verdict or give final judgment for 
the appellant. McMillan v. Baker, 197. 


JURY. 


1. The testimony of a member of the jury cannot be heard to impeach the 
verdict. Jones v. Parker, 33. 


2. Where a jury has been obtained before the defendant. has exhausted 
his peremptory challenges, it must be conclusively presumed that a 
fair and impartial jury has been obtained. S. v. Jones, 469. 


8. The right given a defendant to challenge certain jurors is not a right 
to select such jurors as he may wish, but only to insure a fair and 
impartial jury. Ibid. 


4. Where, therefore, a jury has been obtained before the defendant has 
exhausted his peremptory challenges, the Supreme Court will not 
consider any exception on the appeal as to whether the trial judge 
improperly allowed or disallowed challenges for cause, or allowed the 
State to stand aside temporarily too great a number of jurors, Ibid. 


5. Where a statute creating a Special Criminal Court for certain counties 
allows every facility to the accused of getting a fair and impartial 
jury, it is not unconstitutional because it does not follow the same 
methods of drawing the jury which are provided for the Superior 
Courts. bid. 
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6. The right to a jury de medietate lingue is not a part of the common 
law, and has been obtained in this State. 8S. v. Sloan, 499. 


7. Where a negro is accused of crime, it is no cause of challenge to the 
array that the special venire is composed entirely of whites, there 
being no charge of corruption or unfairness made against the sheriff. 
Ibid. | 


8. It cannot be assigned as error that the trial judge told the solicitor 
how many jurors he might put to the foot of the panel, it not being 
shown that it caused any harm to the prisoner. Ibid. 


LACHES. 


Where a letter was written on 29 March, promising to accept a draft for 
a party for a given amount, and the draft was drawn on 4 April, it 
is not such delay as will discharge the drawees, it not appearing that 
any harm had come to them by the delay: Nimocks v. Woody, 1 


LANDLORD AND TENANT. 


1. Where a contract of renting was that the landlord should have a part 
of the crop, and after it was gathered the landlord took it into his 
sole possession, and refused to divide when it was demanded, on 
the ground that the crop was not then in condition for a division, 
but he did not deny the tenant’s right to a division, and while in his 
possession the crop was destroyed by fire; It was held, that this did 
not amount to a conversion, and an action in the nature of trover 
could not be maintained, the landlord and tenant being tenants in 
common of the crop. Shearin v. -Riggsbee, 216. 


2, A tenant may maintain an action in his own name for any AU done 
to a growing crop. Bridgers v. Dill, 222. 


8. When a lessee sublets a part of the farm he becomes a lessor to his 
sublessee and is entitled to the same lien on his crop which the 
statute gives to a lessor. Moore v. Faison, 322, 


Ho 


. The original lessor after his lessee has paid him in full, has no lien 
under the statute on the crop of the sublessee for advances made by 
him to the sublessee. Jbid. | 


5. The offense of removing a crop by a tenant before paying the rent and 
discharging all liens of the landlord on it, is not complete, unless the 
crop is removed without giving the five days notice, for if the notice 
is given, removing the crop is not an offense. 8S. v. Crowder, 482. 


6. The want of such: notice may be proved by any competent evidence, 
and is not necessary that it should be proved by the landlord or his 
agent or assignee. Jbdid. 


LARCENY. 


1. The fact that the prisoner eee a dwelling-house in the night time, 
he having no right to be there, and fled upon being discovered. is 
some evidence to g0 to the jury that he entered with intent to steal, 
in the absence of any explanation on his part, although no theft was 
committed. S. v. McBryde, 393. 
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2. An indictment for the larceny of growing crops need not allege that the 
crops were cultivated for food or market, -:unless the larceny charged 
was that of some fruit or vegetable cultivated for food or market, not 
specifically mentioned in the statute. 8S. v. Ballard, 445. 


3. When the charge is knowingly receiving stolen goods, the defendant 
has the right to prove by himself from whom he received them, and 
under what circumstances, and what conversation took place at that 
time, in reference to the goods, between himself and the party from 
whom he received them. Such conversation forms part of the res 
geste, and is therefore admissible. 8S. v. Bethel, 459. : 


LEVY. : 

To constitute a levy a seizure is necessary. If from the nature of the 
property, an actual seizure is impossible, some act as nearly equiva- 
lent to a seizure as practicable must be substituted for it. Long v. 
Hatt, 286. 


LICENSE. 
1. An easement can only be created by a conveyance under seal, or by 
long user, from which such conveyance is presumed. ‘Cagle v. Parker, 
271. 


2. Owners of land grant a license to other persons “to build a mill and 
back water on us, so they don’t back on our bottoms”: Held, (1) That 
the license is exceeded when the dam is raised to such height that 
the water is ponded back so as to sob the “bottom” and render its 
drainage impossible, and make it unfit for cultivation, although it is 
not actually overflowed. (2) That it is erroneous for the court to 
instruct the jury “that damages would be recoverable only when the 
grant contained in the license was exceeded by ponding water on 
the ‘bottoms.’” Ibid, 


3. That the plaintiff is entitled to have an issue submitted to the jury 
as to the amount of annual damages caused by raising the dam above 
its original height. Jbid. 


LIEN. . 
41. The rule recognized in admiralty giving salvors a prior lien on the 
vessel and cargo saved by their exertions, is not recognized at com- 
mon law. Weathersbee v. Farrar, 106. 


2. So where there were two mortgages on a crop of cotton, and the first 
mortgagee advanced money in order to save the crop and prepare it 
for market, in excess of the amount secured by his mortgage, he is 
not entitled to the amount of such advanees to the exclusion of the 
second mortgage. Ibid. 

3. In such case, the registration of the second mortgage is notice to the 
first mortgagee, and it is immaterial that he does mot have actual 
notice. Ibid. - 

4. The expiration of ten years after a judgment is docketed is equally 
a bar to an action, on such judgment, and to a motion to revive it, 

_ being dormant, so that execution may issue on it. Lilly v. West, 276. 
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5. The lien of a judgment expires at the end of ten years from the fuie 
it is docketed. The only provision which extends this time is that 
contained in C. C. P., see. 254; The Code, sec. 435. bid. 


6. When a lessee sublets a part of the farm he becomes lessor to his 
sublessee and is entitled tothe same lien on his crop which the statute 
gives to a lessor. Moore v. Faison, 322, 


. The original lessor, after his lessee paid him in full, has no lien under 
the statute on the crop of the sublessee for a made by him 
to the sublessee. Tbid. 


LIQUOR. 


1. The repeal of a statute pending a prosecution for an offense which it 
creates, arrests the prosecution and withdraws. all authority to pro- 
nounce judgment even after conviction. S. vw. Williams, 455. 


2. So, where the defendant was indicted for retailing spirituous liquors 
within five miles 6f a certain church, and pending the prosecution 
the act was repealed, and a new act passed limiting the distance to | 

two miles, the judgment was arrested. Ibid. 


3. No person can authorize a dealer in spirituous liquors to give or sell 
such liquors to an unmarried minor. S. v. Lawrence, 492. 


4, Where the father of a minor gave permission to a dealer in such 
liquors to sell them to his son; Jt was held, that the dealer was 
nevertheless guilty under the statute. Ibid. 


5. Under the provisions of chapter 32 of The Code, the sale of aomeatic 
wine is not prohibited. S. v. Nash, 514. 


6. It is intimated that the provision of chapter 32 of The Code, alowing — 
the sale of home-made wine, while prohibiting that raised in other 
States, is unconstitutional. Jbid. 


7. Where an act made the sale of wines imported from other States a 
misdemeanor, but allowed the sale of domestic wines; Jt was held, 
that although the proviston in regard to domestic wine might be 
unconstitutional, yet it did not make the sale of such wines a misde- 
meanor under the act, but that the provision in regard to foreign 
wines might be inoperative. Ibid. 


8. Quere, whether an act which forbids the sale of spirituous liquors . 
includes in its inhibition the sale of vinous and malt liquors. Jbid. 


MARRIAGE. 

1. The courts of this State, both as succeeding to the jurisdiction of the 
Ecclesiastical Courts, and under our statutes, have jurisdiction to 
declare a marriage void ab initio and to grant a divorce for that 
reason, but a judgment declaring the marriage to have been void 
ab initio will not have the effect of bastardizing the issue. Setzer v. 
Setzer, 252. 


2. The question of whether or not a marriage was void ab initio, there 
having been a marriage de facto, must be tried between the parties 
to the marriage, and this question cannot be raised in an action by 
the children of such marriage, claiming as next of kin or heirs at law, 
in order to bastardize them. Jbdid. 
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8. So, where the plaintiff brought. an action as next of kin of his father, 
and the jury found that when the marriage was consummated the 
father was an idiot and did not have capacity to enter into the con- 

tract; Jt was held, that the issue was immaterial, and if this was 
the only defense the plaintiff would be entitled to a judgment non 
obstante veredicto. Ibid. r 


MARRIED WOMEN. 

1. Unless the element of fraud is present in the dedarations or conduct 
of a feme covert, upon the faith of which conduct another reasonably 
might rely, and has in fact relied to his injury, she is not estopped, 
as a feme covert cannot be estopped by a contract, or anything in the | 
nature of a contract. Weathersbee v. Farrar, 106. 


“2. So, where a feme covert second mortgagee was ignorant of the dealings 

| | between the mortgagor and first mortgagee until they were consum- 

mated and finished, and upon learning of them was only silent, she 

is not estopped by her silence from asserting her rights under the 
second mortgage. Ibid. 


3. When the wife does not join with the husband in making the deed, 
the status of the nd as a homestead is unaltered. Simpson v. 
Houston, 344. | 


MASTER AND SERVANT. 

| 1. Although a servant be injured by the negligence of his master, yet 
if he could by reasonable care and prudence have averted the acci- 
dent, and the injury can be traced to his own negligence as well as 
that of the defendant, he cannot recover. Cornwall v. R. R., 11. 


2, Although a servant is ordered by his superior to perform a dangerous | 
duty, this does not relieve him of the duty of avoiding any particular 
danger incident to carrying out the order. Ibid. 


8. In order to bar a recovery, the contributory negligence of the plaintift 
must have been a proximate cause of the injury camplained of. 
Ibid. | 

4, Where the plaintiff, in obedience to the orders of his superior, at- 
tempted to get upon the pilot of a moving locomotive, and in doing 
so, hig clothes were caught in the splinters on a worn rail; It was 
held, even if the master was negligent in not repairing the rail, yet 

it was the duty of. the servant to use reasonable care, and it was 
error in the trial judge to charge the jury that if the plaintiff was 
ignorant of the condition of the rail, and got on the engine in odbedi- 
ence to the order, that he was entitled to recover. Ibid. | 


5. Where a servant knows that his coseryant is negligent and reckless, and 
unfit for his employment, and yet continues in the service of the com- 
“won master, and is injured by the negligence of such reckless fellow- 
servant, nothing else appearing, he has contributéd to. the injury and 
cannot recover. Porter v. R. R., 66. 


_ 6. Where a servant remains in the employment of his master after he 
knows that a fellow-servant is incompetent, he does not contract by 
implication ‘to take the risk, but if prevented. from ‘recovering on this 
- ground, it will be by reason of contributory. meneences sf bid. 
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J. So, where in response to-one issue the jury found. that there was no 
contributory negligence, but in response to another they found that 
the plaintiff’s intestate. knew of the reckless character of his fellow- 
servant by whose- negligence the unjury occurred, a new’ * tial was 
granted. Ibid. 


3. Where an employee of a railroad company is on by the negligence 
of a fellow-servant, the common master is not Tiable. Ries o 
R. R., 387. 


| 9. The fact that a AeepTaver has authority from fie common master to 
discharge his fellow-servants, does not, of itself, constitute him a 
vice-principal. Ibid. : 


- MILLS. 


oh An easement ean only be eeawier by a conveyance under seal, or se 
long user, Om which such conveyance is presumed. Cagle v. Parker, 
| 271. 


2. Owners of land grant a license to other persone “to puild a mill oad 
back water on us, so they don’t back on our bottoms”: Held, (1) That. 
the license is exceeded when the dam is raised to such height that — 


the water is ponded back so as to sdb ‘the “bottom” and render its . - 


drainage impossible, and make it unfit for cultivation, although it is: . 
not actually overflowed. (2) That it is erroneous for the court to | 

instruct the jury “that damages would be recoverable only when the 
grant contained in the license was exceeded by ponding water on the 

‘bottom,’” Ibid. 


3..That the plaintiff.is entitled to have an issue submitted to the jury 
as to the amount of annual damages caused by rene the . dam - 
above its original height. bid. | 


MORTGAGE. 

1. Where there were two mortgages on a crop of cotton, and the first 
mortgagee advanced money in order to save the crop and prepare it 
for market, in excess of the amount secured by his mortgage, he is | 
not entitled to the amount of such advances to the exclusion of the | 
second mortgagee. Weathersbee v. Farrar, 106. 7 =_ 


2. In such case, the registration of the second mortgage is notice to the 
first mortgagee, and. it is immaterial that he does not have actual 
notice. Ibid. | 


3. Where a feme covert second mortgagee was ignorant of the dealings 

- between the mortgagor and first mortgagee until they were consum- 

mated and finished, and upon learning of them was only silent, she is 

not estopped by her Silence from asserting her rights under the second 
mortgage. I bid. 


| 4. Although a ‘debt: “secured by a deed of trust or a geriesee may be —- 


barred, yet if the deed of trust or mortgage is not barred, a Court of 
_ Kquity will enforee it, without regard to the fact that the GENE : is 
barred.. Arrington v. Rowland, 127. 


5. Where a principal debtor executes’ a mortgage to his eee to save 
him: harmless for any loss he may sustain by. reason of. his are 
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ship, although the amount is iapoorinined at the time the mortgage 
is given, it becomes a debt due by covenant, and is not barred by the 
lapse of three years from the time the surety pays the MONEY Ibid. 


MOTION IN THE CAUSE. (See New Action.) 


MOTIVE. | on ; 
AY When the act of a person may be reasonably attributed to two or more 
motives, the one criminal and the other innocent, the law will always 
ascribe the act to the innocent motive. S. v. McBryde, 393. 
2. Where the gravamen of the crime consists in. the intent alone, the 
_ jury. may. infer the intent from the circumstances. Lbid.. 


MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS. | | : 
. 1. Cities and towns must be sued in the county in which they are located, — 
and if suit is brought in another county, they have the right to | 

have it removed. Jones Vv, Statesville, 86. 


2: Municipal corporations ‘are instrumentalities: of the State government, 
‘are public in their nature, and the Legislature has control over them 
and may enlarge or modify their powers as it deems proper, within | 
the limits of the Constitution. Wood v. Oxford, 227. 


8. The Legislature may authorize municipal corporations to apply their — | 
revenue and credit to any legitimate public purpose within the scope - 


of its organization, unless prohibited by the Constitution, and such — | 


purposes as tend to the general good of the community, although the 
advantage does not reach every individual taxpayer residing there, is 
such public purpose. Ibid. 


4, The Legislature may authorize. ‘municipal corporations to subscribe to 
the capital stock of railroad corporations or other like public enter- 
prises, or even donate its money or credit to such corporation, while 
it cannét authorize any pubeesen or donation to a merely private 
enterprise. I bid. : . 


5. The ruling made in Markham v. Wanting: 96 N. C., 32, and MeDowell 

v, The Construction Co., 96 N. C., 514, as to the meaning of the term 

“qualified voters” as used in the Constitution, and the effect ‘of the 
provisions of Article VII, section 7, affirmed. Ibid. 


6. Where the act allowing a municipal corporation to contract a debt for 
_ other than necessary expenses, provided that such debt should be 
authorized by a vote of a majority of those voting and not by a 
majority of the qualified voters, but in fact a majority of the qualified 
voters did vote in favor of contracting the debt; Zt was held, that 
this cured the defect in the law, and that the vote authorized the 
corporation to contract the debt. Ibid. 


7. Under Article I, section 18, and Article IV, sections 12, 14 and 27, of 
the Constitution, the Legislature may establish courts inferior to the 
Superior Court—may constitute the mayor of a town an “Inferior 
Court, with the jurisdiction of a justice of the peace,” or may consti- © 

tute him a “Special Court within the corporate limits of the town,” 

with a larger jurisdiction than that of justice of the peace—and may 
_ dispense with a jury trial in petty misdemeanors,” and provide other 

méans. of trial for such offenses. 8. v. Powell, 417. 
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MUN ICIPAL CORPORATION <Goaliaied: 
8. Persons violating sections 3 and 4 of the ordinances of the town of Mor- | 
ganton, not only incur the. penalty prescribed. therein, but under 
sections 11 and 12 of the charter of said town are. also guilty of a 
misdemeanor, for which they may be tried and punished by the 
mayor as a “Special Court” for said town. Ibid. 


9. Where two separate and distinct departments of a municipal ae 
tion are charged with separate duties in the government of the cor-_ 
poration, the officers of such two departments cannot be joined in 
one indictment, charging a breach of public duty. SS. vo. Hall, 474. 


10. Where an officer of a municipal corporation is indicted for a failure 
to perform a public duty, the indictment should state with what ante 
_ he is charged, and his mene to perform it. Ibid. fo 


“NATIONAL BANKS. eae a a % : 
In the taxation of shares of stock in a national bank, under the revenue 
— act of 1885, chapter 175, section 12, clause 5, and Rev. Stat. of U. S., 
sec. 5219, the owner of such share has the right to deduct from the 
assessed value thereof the amount of his bona fide indebtedness, as 
in case of other investments of moneyed capital. McAden v.. Commis- 
stoners, 355. a 


. NEGLIGENCE. 


i Although : a servant be injured by the perigee of his. master, yet if - 
.. he could by reasonable care and prudence have averted the accident, 
and the injury can be traced to his own negligence as well as that 

of the defendant, he cannot | ‘recover. Cornwall v. R. R., 11. 


2 Although a servant is ordered by his superior to perform a dangerous . 
duty, this does not relieve him of the duty of avoiding any particular 
danger. incident to carrying out: the order. . Lbid, 


8. In order to bar a recovery, the contributory negligence of the plaintitt ; 
must have been a proximate cause of the injury complained of. Ibid. 


4. Where the plaintiff, in obedience to the orders of his superior, at- 
. tempted to get upon the pilot of a moving locomotive, and in doing sO 
his clothes were caught in the splinters on a worn rail; It was held, 
even if the master was negligent in not repairing the rail, yet it was 


the duty of the servant to use reasonable care, and it was error in the ~ 


_ trial judge to charge the jury that if the plaintiff was ignorant of 
_the condition of the rail, and got on the engine in obedience to order,: — 
. that he was entitled to recover, Jbid. | 


5. An act which under some circumstances would be simply negligent, 
under other circumstances would be ‘grossly negligent. hegre Vv. 
Telegraph. Co., 57. —_ 


6. A telegraph company may limit its liability. from ier negligence 
in sending unrepeated messages to the amount paid for the transmis- 
sion of the message, but it cannot exempt itself where there has been 
gross negligence. Ibid. 


7. What. would be ordinary negligence | in sending a megsage apparently = 
of small. consequence, might be gross negligence where’ ‘it was. mani- 
fest enat the message was important. Ibid. . 
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8. A party sending a telegram is charged. with notion: of ‘ie printed con- 
tract at the top of the message, whether he has read it or not. bid. 


9. The failure by a telegraph company to Eranen carer) and skillful 
operators is STOSS negligence. 7 bid. | 


10. Where a servant knows that bis coservant is ‘negligent and reckless, . 
and unfit for his employment, and yet continues in the service of the 
common master, and is injured by the negligence of such reckless 
-fellow-servant, nothing else appearing, he has contributed Ge the 

| injury and cannot recover. Porter v. R. R., 66. 


11. In an action to recover damages for an injury caused by the negligence 
of the defendant, who pleads. contributory negligence on the part of 
‘the plaintiff, the defendant is entitled to an issue on this question, 
unless the court includes it under the issue.as to negligence, by 
proper instructions to the jury. Kirk uv. R. R., 82. 


12. As a general rule, a receiver is responsible for his own “neglect ‘only, 
and is protected when he acts in entire good faith, but when a re- 
ceiver is appointed to take charge of an infant’s estate who has no— 
guardian, and is directed to lend out the money and pay the income 
over to the ward, he will not be held to the same pecouatenen’. as a 
guardian. Collins v. Gooch, 186. 


13. A enardian will be. held liable for any loss resulting from a loan made 
without taking any security, however solvent the debtor may have 
been when the loan was made. Ibid. 


14 Where an employee of a:railroad company. ig injured by ie negligence 
of a fellow-servant, the common maken is not liable. Webb Vv. R. R., 
387. 


15. The fact that a: eee has sathorie from the common ‘dese 
‘to discharge his fellow-servants, does not, of aeons constitute him @ 
vice-principal. Toid, 


NEGOTIABLE IN STRUMENTS. 


1. Where a commission merchant wrote to his customer ‘that a certain 
amount was due him and that he might draw for it, which letter the 
customer showed to the plaintiff who took the drafts on its credit, 
but the commission merchant afterwards refused to accept it, when . 
the plaintiff sued both the drawer and the commission merchants; 
lt was held, that. the liability of both was ex contractu, and if. the 

— amount was. under two hundred » dollars: a ee ce had jurisdiction. 
Nimocks v, Woody, 1. a . . 


2. Where such letter was written on March. 29th, the draft was: drawn 
-on April 4th, it is not such delay as will discharge the drawees, it not 
appearing that any. harm had come to them by the delay. Ibid. 


3. A letter written to the drawer within a reasonable time before or after _ 
the date of a bill of exchange, describing it in terms not to be mis- 
taken, and promising to accept it, is, if shown to the person who 
takes the bill on the credit of the letter, a virtual acceptance and 

- binds the person who makes the promise, even although there be no 
funds in his hands belonging to the drawer, if the bill be drawn pay- 
able at a nee time, and not at or after sight. Ibid. 
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4, If in such case, the bill be drawn payable at or after sight, and. is for “ 


_ the entire amount named in the letter, the payee can maintain an 


action against the drawee as the equitable assignee of the fund; 
as it seems in such ease the drawee would not be liable as acceptor, | 
unless the draft was drawn in precise accordance with the terms of. 
the letter. Ibid. 


NEW ACTION. 


1. 


Where a judgment has been rendered against a surety to a bona who 
died after the judgment was rendered, his administrator cannot set 
up as a defense to a notice to show cause why judgment should not 
be entered against him as administrator and execution issue, that 

_ his intestate was insane when he signed the bond. Such matter. must 
be brought forward by a disect eae to attack the. judgment. 
Rollins o, Love, 210. | 


. Where after finding judgment. in the Raneaas Court, it was caveuted -% | 


that since the date to which the referee’s report settled the rights and | 
liabilities. of the parties, the plaintiff had remained in possession of’ 
the land and become Hable for additional rents; It was held, that the 


' yight could not be enforced in this action, but the defendant must 


bring a new action to ascertain the amount of such additional lia- 
bility. Pearson v. Carr, 194. 


. Where relief may be had in a pending SiG it must pe sought by a 


motion in that cause, and if a new action is brought it, will be dis- 


_ missed by the court ex mero motu, if the objection is not taken by the — 


defendant. Hudson v. Coble, 260. 


. Where a purchaser at a sale to make assets failed to comply with his 


bid, and the land. was resold for a less price, he cannot be made liable 


in a new action for such deficiency, but the remedy is By a motion in 


the cause. Jbid. 


. Quere, whether in such case, the canines or the heir at law is 


the proper party to move, it not appearing that the excess of the first 
bid is needed to pay debts. Ibid. 


. Where the subject-matter of an action has been once determined by 


the court, a new action will not be entertained in regard to it. If for — 
any reason the former judgment ought to be set aside, it can only be. 
done by a motion in the cause for that purpose if the action is still 
pending, and if it has been determined and come to an end, then by a 
new actionsto directly attack it. Albertson v. Williams, 264. 


; When in an action brought against the executor and heirs at law and 


devisees of the testator, the court having jurisdiction both of the © 

persons and of the subject-matter of the action—ordered the land in 
controversy to be sold, and it was sold and purchased and paid for 
by the defendant herein, and the sale was confirmed, and title ordered | 
by the court to be made to the purchaser, which was done, the de- 
fendants in such action are estopped by the judgment, and cannot 
impeach it collaterally in this action by showing that the land be- 
longed to them, and was embraced in the orders of the court by 
mistake, inadvertence or misapprehension. Jones v. Coffey, 347. 
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8. If the first action is still pending, they must seek their samedi if they 
have any, in it; if it is determined, then by a new action. Ibid. 


NEW TRIAL. 
iL, Where the motion for a new trial is addressed to the Giaaeibn of the 


trial judge, his action is not the subject of review on appeal. Ones %,: 
Parker, 33. 7 . 


2. Where the findings on the issues are contradictory, a new trial will 
be granted. Porter wv. R. R., 66. : 


3. A new trial for newly discovered evidence cannot be given hy the 
| Supreme Court in a criminal action. 8. v. Starnes, 423. 


: 4, Quere, whether after an appeal and the affirmance of the judgment, 
the Superior Court can grant a new trial for newly Gceares evi- 
dence in a criminal ease. Ibid. me SN 


5. A new trial will not be granted for newly discovered Sateces when the | 
new evidence is merely cumulative, and only tends to contradict | the 
- witness for the other side. Ibid. , 


6. No appeal lies from the refusal of a judge to grant a new trial for 
newly discovered evidence. i vid. | 


NEWLY DISCOVERED EVIDENCE. 


1. A new trial for newly discovered evidence cannot be given 9 the 
‘Supreme Court: in a criminal action. .S. v. Starnes, 423. 


2. Quere, whether after an appeal and the affirmance of the judgment, 
-the Superior Court ean grant a new trial for ney! discovered evi- 
dence in a criminal case. Ibid. — —— 


3. A new trial will not be granted for newly discovered ‘esidence when 
the new evidence is merely cumulative, and only tends to contradict 
the witness for the other side. Jbid. 


4. No appeal lies from the refusal of a judge to grant a new trial for 
newly discovered evidence. Ibid. | 


“NO EVIDENCE. — | be oes «ss a eee 

| 1, Where. there is no evidence to prove the affirmative of an issue, it is 
not error for the judge to so charge the jury... Barber v. Roseboro, 
DOR on Re = _ - 

2. Whether there is any evidence is a question for the court; what 
weight is to be given. it. when there is: any is for the jury. S. v. 
McBryde, 398. os 


3. When the evidence only raises a suspicion of the détondante guilt, it | 

is error to leave it to the jury. Ibid. | | 

_ 4, When the act of a person may be reasonably attributed 7 two or. more 

_ motives, the one criminal and the other innocent, the law will always 
ascribe the act to the innocent motive. Ibid. 


5. The fact that the prisoner. entered a dwelling-house in. the night time, _ 
he having no right to be there, and fled upon being discovered, is — 
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_gome evidence to go to the jury hat he entered with - intent to steal, 
in the absence of any cep nator on: his. part, although no oe was 

* eqenmatted: Ibid. ; | 


6. The objection that siete is a failure of prdat must’ be aren betars 
—-verdict, and cannot. be taken on motion in: arrest of judgment. 8. v. 
Thompson, 496. ane 


NON! RESIDENTS. 


1. Where a debtor is out of the State at the Hane: the cause of action 
acerues, the statute of limitation does not begin to run until he 
returns to this State for the purpose of a it his PepIeenee: 
Armfield v. _Moore, 34. 


2. “Where after. the eause of action accrues the’ debtor jeawee this State 

and resides out of it, the time of his absence from this State shall 
not be. taken as any part. of the time . limited for ime commencement 
.of the action. Ibid. 


_ 8. Where after the cause of action has aderued the debtor leaves this 
.State and is continually absent for one year or more, although he 
“may not have changed his domicile, the time of his absence shall not 
. be counted on .a plea ot the statute. bid. 


4. Where the debtor was a nonresident. of this State, but was here on 
visits of a day. or two each year, such visits would not have the 
effect of putting the statute in motion, and the cause of action will 
not be barred, although more than the time required to bar it has 
elapsed since the cause of action accrued. Ibid. 


5. The provisions of section 162 of The Code apply to the obligations of 
nonresidents as much as to those of residents of this State. Ibid. 


NONSUIT. 
1. A plaintiff may take a “‘nonsuit while the case is pending before a 
referee, if, the case be one in which he is entitled to do so. MeNeitl 
Vv, Lawton, 16. 


2. While generally Speaking a . plaintite can take a nonsuit at any time 
_ before verdict, yet he cannot do so if the defendant has pleaded a 
" counterclaim, “which arises out of. the same contract or transaction,. 

which is the foundation’ of the plaintiff's. eause of action. Ibid. 


3. When the counterclaim does not arise out of the Same transaction as 
to the plaintiff's cause of action, but falls under subdivision 2 of 
section 244 of The Code, the plaintiff. may submit to a nonsuit. In» 

such case, the defendant may either withdraw. his counterclaim, 
_ when the action will be at i an end, or he. nay proceed to try it, if he 
go elects. Ibid. ; | 


4, A plaintiff cannot take a  nonisuit when the defendant sets up a counter- : 
- claim arising out of the’ ‘contract or transaction which constitutes the 


plaintiff’s cause of action—or when the defendant has acquired inan...- 


equitable action any other right or advantage which he is entitled to 
-... have tried and settled in the action. Bynum v. Powe, 374. 
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NOTICE. 


1. The registration of a second mortgage is notice to the first mortgagee, 
and it is immaterial that he does not have actual notice. -Weathers- 
bee v. Farrar, 106. ; 


2. Only the purchaser of the legal title without notice of a prior sents 
ean hold it against such equity. Durant v. Crowell, 367. 


3. The fact that the purchaser of the legal estate paid very much less than . 
the land is worth, is evidence to show that he purchased with notice. 
— Tbid. . 


NUISANCE. 


If the use of property creates a nuisance, the Legislature has the power 
to destroy it. 8S. v. Yopp, ATT. 


OFFICES. 


The Code, secs. 706 and 707, requires the board of county commissioners to | 
meet on the first Monday in December to accept the bonds of county 
officers elected at the preceding election. Such officers are also re-— 
quired to prepare and tender their official bonds on that day. The 
board has the power—all the business before them being. disposed 

of—to adjourn on that day, and, if any officer shall fail to perfect his 
bond according to.law before such adjournment, to declare such office 
vacant, and to fill it, when the power to fill such vacancy is. vested 
by law in the Doan Cole v. Patterson, 360. 


~OUSTER. 


One tenant in common cannot make his possession adverse to his co- 
tenant except by actual ouster, as he is presumed to hold by his true 
title, and it will take a sole possession of twenty years in the absence 
of actual ouster to bar the cotenant’s right of entry, and it is imma- 
terial that the tenant in possession has conveyed to a stranger by a 
deed purporting to convey the entire estate, as the vendee only gets 

such estate as his vendor could convey. This rule extends to a pur- 
chaser at execution sale of the interest of a tenant in common, and 
to the vendee of such purchase. Page v. Branch, Of. 


PARDON. | | . 7 | 
Quere, whether a pardon will restore the right to vote to one who has 
been convicted of an infamous crime. 8. v. Pearson, 434. 


PARENT AND CHILD. 


1. When a child, after arrival at full age, coutiaues to reside-with and 
serve the parent, the presumption is that ence services were gratui- 
tous. Young v. H erman, 280. 7 | 


2. But this presumption may be rebutted by proof » of facts and circum- 
stances which show that such was not the intention of the parties, 
and raise a promise by the parent to pay as much as the labor of the 
child is reasonably worth... J bid. | 


3. No person can authorize a dealer in | spirituous Hiquérs to give or sell: 


such liquors to an unmarried minor. S. v. Lawrence, 492. 
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4. Where the father of a minor gave permission to a. dealer in such 
liquors to sell them to his son; Jt was held, that the dealer was never- 

theless guilty under the statute. Jbid. 


PART PERFORMANCE. 
1. When the terms of a contract are that the plaintiff shall build certain 
houses for the defendant, within a given time, for which he is to 
_receive so much, he cannot recover anything, either upon the special 
contract, or upon a quantum meruit, unless he avers and proves an 
entire performance. Lawing v. Rintels, 350. 


2. This rule is not altered by the fact that the property was destroyed by 
'. accidental fire just before the work was completed. Ibid. 


3. If the defendant received anything by insurance on the property, the 
plaintif€é has no right to any part thereof. Jbid. 


PARTIES. 

1, Where the parties in interest are very numerous, and it is impracticable 
to. bring them all before the court, one or more may sue or defend 
for the benefit of all, but how far those not actually before the court 

. may be affected by the judgment is left open. Thames v. Jones, 121. 


2. One tenant in common may sue without joining his ‘cotenants for the 
recovery of the possession of the common property. I bid. 


"3. Where a contingent remainder is created, the tenant in possession and 
those in remainder in esse, cannot have a decree for a sale of the 
land, unless some one of each class of contingent remaindermen are 
in esse. and before the court. Young v. Young, 182... 


4. A tenant may maintain an action in his own namé for any injury done 
toa growing crop. Bridgers v. Diil, 222, 


5. Where a purchaser at a sale to make assets failed to comply with his 
bid, and the land was resold for a less price, he cannot be made Liable 
in a new action for such deficiency, but the remedy is by a motion in 
the cause. Hudson v. Coble, 260. 


6. Quere, whether in such ease fhe maiministenton or the heir at law is 
the proper. party to move, it not appearing that the excess of the first 
bid is needed te pay debts. Ibid. 


7. In all actions and proceedings demanding relief, the names of all the 
parties thereto should be properly set forth in the summons and 
pleadings. A general designation of them as “the heirs of M. C.” is 
irregular and will not: be tolerated. Kerlee Vv, aL OFDeIENG, 830. 


| PARTITION. 


1. Where a contingent: remainder is created, ‘ite tenant in possession ‘and 
those in remainder in esse, cannot have a decree for a sale of the 
land, unless some one of each class of contingent remaindermen are 
in esse and before the court. Young v. Young, 132. 

2. Where two claimants of the same lahd covenanted with each other to 
become tenants in common in the land and to sell the common prop- 

-erty, and after adjusting an inequality existing in the amount paid 
by each to divide the proceeds, and the interest of one was. sold 
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under execution; ft was hetd, that by purchasing the interest of his 
cotenant at execution sale the other tenant in common did not 
_ acquire the land discharged of all claim by his cotenant, and that 
the equity for a division under the covenant did not eee py the 
sheriff's deed. Threadgitl Vv, Redwine, 241. : 


Os. Where in such case, the defendant expended money after his purchase 

at the sheriff's sale in removing encumbrances from the common 

| property, he is entitled to be reimbursed upon a sale before any of 
the proceeds go. to his ecotenant. Ibid. . 


PENALTY. | 
Under the provisions of section 3764 of The Code, a suit for a forfeiture or 
penalty is not discontinued by a repeal of the statute giving the 
_ penalty. 8.-v. Williams, 455. 


PERJURY. 


- Defendant was indicted for perjury. committed on the trial of a warrant 

before a justice for assaulting his wife on the 17th day of Novem- 
ber, 1885, on the trial of which, as a witness in his own behalf, he 
swore that he did not strike his wife on the day mentioned in the 
warrant. and had not struck her for three years before that time. 
The State introduced several witnesses who proved the assault on the 
day mentioned and other assaults on other days, and also corroborat- 
ing circumstances: Held, that it was not error for the court-to charge 
the jury “that the date in the warrant should be considered in econ- 
nection with the testimony of the witnesses for the State. and, as to 
the various assaults mentioned in the testimony for the purpose of 
determining whether the assault was actually committed as charged 
in the warrant.” 8. v. Swaim, 462. — * 


PETITION TO REHEAR. 


A petition to rehear will not be entertained unless it appears that some 
material point was overlooked, or some controlling authority escaped 
the attention of the court, or some other wetenty consideration re- 
quires it. Fisher v. me: Co., 95. 


| ‘PLEADING. 


1. Where a statute giving a ‘right of action contains a proviso, the plain- 
tiff need not negative it, but if the case falls within the proviso the 
defendant must set it ‘up in the answer. Wadsworth v. Stewart, 116. — 


2. So, in an action for failing to keep a sufficient bridge over a canal cut 
across a public road, brought under section 2036 of The Code, the 
plaintiff need not allege that the road was laid off before the mill 
was, erected in order to negative the proviso in that statute. Ibid. 


3. The statement in a complaint of redundant matter, or of evidential 
| _ facts, ig no. ground for demurrer. Thames v. Jones, “121, . 


«4, So, where in an action to recover land, the plaintiff sets out his claim 
of title, the allegations in. this respect cannot render the:, complaint 
demurrable on. the ground that it Jorn. several distinct . causes . . 
action. Tbid. Be. “ba ne 
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—=O5. Where in an action to recover several tracts of land, in the separate 
possession of several defendants, the. complaint does not allege of 
. which tract each defendant is in pone ons It was hetd, that. it con- 

stituted no ground for demurrer. Ibid. | 


6. ‘Under an order of reference, by consent, containing aipections to the = 


referee to ascertain what sums the clerk. and master had received, 
‘ when received, and a further provision that “his decision. of the law 
is open to revision in this and other courts having jurisdiction,” it is 
- competent for the defendant to set up the presumption of payment. 
from lapse of time, none one no answer was filed. Kerlee v. 
a lta 330. 


POLICEMAN, 


The law does not clothe a sGlige officer with authority to jade a pleas: 
- of the necessity of killing a prisoner to secure him, or of killing a 
person to prevent a rescue, and it must be left to ue jury to pass on 

the necessity of such killing. ‘&. wv. Bland, oe 


‘POLICE POWER. 


1. Every citizen holds his property subject to the implied obligation that 
-he will use it in such way as not to prevent others from. enjoying the 
use of their property. 8. v. Yopp, 477. : 


2, Subject to; éustitutionnt provisions, the Legislature may impose reason- 


‘able restraints upon the use which a citizen makes of his property, 


in order to protect others in the use of their property. Ibid. 


8. The Legislature has complete power to regulate the highways in the 
State, and may prescribe what vehicles may be used on them, with a 
view to fhe safety of passengers over them, and the preservation of . 
the road. J bid. 


4, A statute which only regulates ‘tiie: use of proneriy in a manner bene: 
ficial to the public, but does not destroy it, is not unconstitutional, 
unless the restraint is so manifestly unjust and unreasonable as to 
destroy the lawful use of the property. £ bid. 


5. If the use. of property creates a nuisance the Legislature has" the . 
power to destroy it. bid, 


6. The Legislature has the power to pass an act which may iene: the 


doing or not doing of certain things allowed or forbidden by the act 


_ to the discretion ae some designated agent or commissioner. Ibid. 


POS SESSION. 


A The “possession of a widow remaining on her husband’s land after his 
7 death, is not adverse to his heirs at law. ‘Page ». Branch, 97. 


2. ‘One tenant in common cannot make his possession adverse to his co- 
tenant except by. actual ouster, as he is presumed to hold by his true _ 

- title, and it will take a sole possession of twenty years in the absence — 

-. of actual ouster to bar the cotenant’s right of entry, and it is imma- 

>: terial that the tenant in possession has conveyed to a stranger by a | 

: deed purporting to convey the entire estate, as thé vendee only gets — 
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such estate as his vendor could convey. This rule extends to a pur- 
chaser at execution sale of the interest of a tenant in common, and to 
the vendee of such purchaser. Ibid. 


8. Where the action is to recover several tracts of land in the separate 

possession of sevéral defendants, and the complaint does not allege 

of which tract each defendant is in possession; It was held, that 
it constituted no ground for a demurrer. Thames v. Jones, 121. 


4, In order to show title out of the State by a possession for thirty years, 
it is not necessary to show any privity between the different occu- 
pants. Davidson v. Arledge, 172. 


5. Unquestioned evidence of possession is sufficient proof of ownership in | 
an indictment for arson. . 8. v. ION 496. 


POWERS. 

1. Where, acting under a power eonferred by a will to diapeae of the 
testator’s estate in his land, the executor contracts to sell the tes- 
tator’s interest in a certain tract of land, and upon payment of the 
purchase money to convey such interest in fee to the purchaser, the 
executor is not liable, under the terms of this contract, either indi- 
vidually or in his representative capacity, for a failure in making 
titie to a part of the land. Twitty v. Lovelace, 54. 


2. Where a power is to. be exercised entirely at the discretion of the 
donee of the power, Courts of Equity have no jurisdiction to force 
him to act, and if he has died without exercising the power, they 
eannot. confer it upon a trustee appointed by the court. Young v 
Young, 182. 


3. So, where land was settled on a trustee, in trust for A. for life, re- 
‘ mainder in trust for her children then living and the issue of such 
children as may have died leaving issue, with a power in the trustee 
to sell the land whenever in his opinion best for the interest of the 
cestuis que trust, with: directions to reinvest the proceeds as he 
thought best; It was held, that a Court of Equity could not decree a 
sale at the instance of the life tenant and her children, and the 
trustee having died without executing the power of sale, a trustee 
appointed by the court could not execute it. Jbid. 


PRINCIPAL AND SURETY. (See Surety.) 


PROCESS. | 
1. Before the adoption of the new system of procedure, it was the com- 
mon practice for the administrator to file his petition to sell for 
assets, and if the heir was an infant, to have a guardian ad litem 
appointed without any service upon the infant at. all. Cates v. 
Pickett, 21.. ee 


2. The appointment of a guardian ad Titem is valid, although the infant 
has not been regularly served with process, but has only accepted 
service thereof. Ibid. 


3. Where an administrator. filed a eatition to make assets, and the heir 
at law, an infant under fourteen years old, accepted ‘service of the 
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summons, and a guardian ad litem was gopeiital: but no necadi 
service was ever made; It was held, that the Pee was eured 
by section 387 of The Code. Tbid. 


4, In all actions and proceedings demanding relief, the names of all the 

parties thereto should be properly set forth in the summons and 

pleadings. A. general designation of them as “the heirs of M. C.” Is 
irregular and will not be tolerated. Kerlee v. Corpening, 330. 


PROHIBITION. 


1. The repeal of a statute pendine a prosecution for an offense which it 
creates arrests the prosecution and withdraws all authority to pro- 
nounce judgment even after conviction. S. v.. Williams, 455. 


2. So, where the defendant was indicted for retailing spirituous liquors 

within five miles of a certain church, and. pending the prosecution 
the act was repealed, and a new act passed limiting the distance to. 
two miles, the judgment was arrested. Jbid. 


’ 3. No person can authorize a dealer in spirituous liquors to give or sell 
such liquors to an unmarried minor. 8. v. Lawrence, 492. 


4, Where the father of a minor gave permission to a dealer in such 
liquors to sell them to his son; Jt was held, that the dealer was 
nevertheless guilty under the statute. Jbid. 


5. Under the provisions of chapter 32 of The Code, the sale of domestic 
wine is not prohibited. S. v. Nash, 514. 


6. It is intimated that the provision of chapter 32 of The Code, allowing 
the sale of home-made wine, while prohibiting that raised in other 
States, is unconstitutional. Jbid. 


7.. Where an act made the sale of wines “tuported from other States a 
misdemeanor, but allowed the sale of -domestic wine; Jt was held, 
that although the provision in regard to domestic wine might be un- 
constitutional, yet it did not make the sale of such wines a misde- 
meanor under the act, but that the provision in regard to foreign 
wines might be inoperative. Ibid. 


8. Quere, whether an act which forbids the sale of spirituous liquors 
includes in its inhibition the sale of vinous and malt liquors. Ibid. 


PROVISO. 


1. Where a statute giving a right of action contains a proviso, ike sine 
tiff need not negative it, but if the case falls within the proviso, the 
defendant must set it up in answer. Wadsworth v. Stewart, 116. 


2. So, in an action for failing to keep a sufficient bridge over a canal cut 
across a public road, brought under section 2036 of The Code, the 
plaintiff need.not allege that the road was laid off before. the mill 
was erected, in order to negative the proviso in that statute. Ibid. 


3. A proviso in a deed in absolute restraint of all alienation is void, but — 
such condition if limited and reasonable in its application and as to 
the time when it must operate, will pe upheld. Munroe v. Hall, 206. 
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PUNISHMENT. 


- Where a statute provides. that a party apaiity of the offense kented: by it 


_ shall be fined or imprisoned, the court has no power to both fine and 
: imprison, 8. vw. Walters, 489. : 


PURCHASER. os 
1. Only the purchaser of the ‘eka title without. notice of a prior equity 
can hold it against such equity. Du urant v. Crowell, 367. 


-2. The fact that the purchaser of the legal estate paid very much less 
than the land is worth, is | evidence to show that he purchased we 
notice. Ibid, My 


QUALIFIED VOTERS. 

1. The ruling made in Markham v. Manning, 96 N. C., 182, and McDowell 
wv. Construction Co., 96 N. C., 514, as to the meaning of the term 
“qualified voters” as used in the Constitution, and the effect of the 
provisions of Article 7, section 7, affirmed. Wood v. Oxford, 221. 


2, Where the act allowing a municipal corporation to contract a debt for 
other. than necessary expenses, provided that such debt should be 
authorized by a vote of a majority of those voting and not by a 
majority of the qualified voters, but in fact a majority of the quali- 
fied voters did vote in favor of contracting the debt; Jt was held, 
that this cured the: defect in the law, -and that the vote authorized 
the COLD ORAM ORE to contract the debt. bid. 


QUANTUM MERUIT. | 
1. When the terms:of a contract are that the plaintiff shall build certain 
houses for the. defendant, within a given time, for which he is to 
receive so much, he cannot recover anything, either upon the special . 
 eontract, or upon a quantum meruit, unless he avers and proves an 
entire performance. Lawing v. Rintels, 350. 


2. This rule is not altered by the fact that the property was destroyed 
by accidental fire just before the work was completed. Ibid. 


8. If the defendant received anything by insurance on the property, the 
plaintiff has no nent to any part thereof. i bid. 


QUASHING. : bi 
1. The court may, in its: niderelion: silaw a motion to quash at any time 
before: verdict. S. v. Sheppard, 401. 


2. Where it did not appear from the endorsement on the indictment that 
‘the witness sent to the grand jury had been sworn, it was held no 
ground to quash the indictment after a plea | of not. guilty, or to 
arrest the apcement:? after verdict. I bid. 


RAILROADS. 

PF Although a servant be injured by the. aesligenes of his master, yet if 
he could by reasonable care and prudence have averted the accident, 
‘and the injury can be traced to his own negligence as well as that DE 
the defendant, he cannot recover. Cornwall v, R. R.,.11.. a 


ae Although a servant is ordered by his superior to perform a dangerous 
duty, this: does not relieve him -of the duty of avoiding any particular 
danger incident to carrying out the order. J bid. 
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38. In order to bar a. recovery, the. contributory: negligence of the plaintift 
“must have ‘been a Bene cause of the injury compEnct of. 
Ibid. 


4, Where the plaintiff, in obedience to the Guise: of his superior, at- 
. tempted to get upon the pilot of a moving locomotive, and in doing 
so his clothes were caught in the splinters on a worn rail; It was 
held, even if the master was negligent in not repairing the rail, yet 

- it was the duty of the servant to use reasonable care, and it was » 
error in the trial judge to charge the jury that if the plaintiff was 
ignorant of the condition of the rail, and got on the engine in obedi- | 
ence to the order, that he was entitled to PEOVER Tbids | 


5. Where a railroad corporation agreed with the authorities of a city to 
_ pay a certain proportion of the salary of a policeman to be assigned 
. to duty specially at its depot, and the plaintiff was employed; It was . 
held, that he could gue, the corporation on the contract for a failure . 
to pay him the part of his salary which it had agreed to do. Porter v. 

R. R., 46. 


6.. Where a servant remains in the employment of his master after he 
knows that a fellow-servant is incompetent, he does not contract by 
implication to take the risk, put if prevented from recovering on this - 
ground, it will be by reason of contributory negligence. Tbid, 


7. So, where in response to one issue the jury found that there was no 
contributory negligence, but in response to another they found that 
the plaintiff’s intestate knew of the reckless character of his fellow- 
servant by whose negligence the MUEY. occurred, a new trial was 
granted. Tbid. 


| 8. Railroad corporations are liable for any damages caused by any im- 
' ‘proper or wrongful act. done by them while building their road. 
Bridgers v. Dill, 222. 


9. The provisions of section 1943 of The Code. oul apply to the mode of 
acquiring title to real estate and getting a right of way, but it has no 
application to trespasses committed outside of the right of way, and 
for such trespasses the. corporations are liable. Ibid. 


ae The Legislature may authorize municipal corporations to subscribe to 
. the capital stock of railroad corporations or other like public enter- 
prises, or even to donate its money. or credit to such corporation, 
“while it cannot authorize any subscription or eenenon to a merely = 

i . private enterprise. Wood v Oxford, 227. 


11. Where an employee ofa ‘yailroad company is injured i the negligence , 7 
of a fellow-servant, the common master is. not. cre: Webb v 
R. R., 887, ? : | | 


‘12. The fact that’ a eueniployes has auenority from the « common. master ‘to 
discharge his fellow-servants, does not, of itself,. constitute him a 
a ce a - bid. 


| RECEIVER. | 7 | 
2. As a ‘get: rule, a receiver is responsible for his own neglect only, 
and is: ‘protected. when he acts in entire good faith, but when a re-_ 

- ceiver is appointed to take charge of an infant's estate who has no | 
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guardian, and is directed to lend out the money and pay ie: income 
over to the ward, he will be heid to the same accountability | as 2 
guardian. Collins v. Gooch, 186. 


2. A guardian will be held liable for any ioag esaine from a. loan made. 
without taking any security, however solvent the debtor may have 
been when the loan was made. Ibid. | . 


3. It is the. duty of a guardian in making his annual returns to set out 
the manner in which he has invested the ward’s estate, and the nature 
of the securities which he holds as guardian. I bid. 


4, A receiver or other trustee may keep money in a bank as a safe place 

of deposit, or may use the bank as a means of transmitting money to 

* distant. places, and if he uses reasonable diligence he will not be 

held liable if the bank fails, but this does not. authorize a loan to the 
bank by such trustee without taking security. Ibid. 


5. Where a receiver was appointed to take charge of an infant’s estate 
and invest the same, and report to the court annually, and he de- 
posited a portion of the money in a bank in another State to his 

_. eredit as receiver, on which deposit he was paid interest by the bank, 
which afterwards failed ; It was held, that the receiver was liable for 
the loss, as he had failed to report to the court the manner in which 
he had invested the infant’s estate, although he had acted in the best 
faith. Ibid. 


6. Where the plaintiff establishes a prima facie right. to property, which 
is not rebutted by the defendant, he is entitled to a receiver, if he 
shows that there is danger of loss of the rents and profits. Durant v. 
Crowell, 367. 


7. The value of the property in controversy cannot be considered in 
passing on the question of the solvency of the defendant. Ibid. 


_ 8, Where there is danger of loss of rents and profits, instead of appoint- 
ing a receiver the court may allow the defendant to execute a bond 
to secure the rents and profits and sue Mamagee as may be ad- 
judged the plaintiff. Ibid. 


RECEIVING STOLEN GOODS. 


When the charge is knowingly receiving stolen goods, the defendant has 
a right to prove by himself from whom he received them, and under 
what circumstances, and what conversation toek place at that time 
in reference to the goods between himself and the party from whom 
he received them. Such conversation.forms part of the res geste, 
and is therefore admissible. 8S. v. Bethel, 459. 


RECORD. 


Al. Where there i is a conflict baipect the record and the case on appeal, 
the record must prevail, but where matters are stated in the case, in 
regard to which the record is silent, they will be accepted as facts, 
McNeill v. Lawton, 16. 


2. J udgment can be arrested only for some matter appearing on the 
face of the record, or for some matter which ought to be in the 
record, but is not there. 8S. v. Sheppard, 401. 
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3. The endorsement on the back of an indictment is no part of the Ser 
lbid, . ; 


4, Where the record sets out that a bill of indictment was returned into 
open court by the hands of the foreman of the grand jury, it suffi- | 
ciently appears that the grand jurors were present in court, and the 
entry is a proper one. S. v. Starnes, 423. 


REFERENCE. a 7 7 
1. Under the former equity practice, in a suit for specific performance, a 


reference was ordered before the final decree to ascertain.the balance  - 


due on the purchase money, but not to afford affirmative relief to the. 
defendant. White Vv. Butcher, (f 


2. Under the present practice, a reference will not be ees after a 
final decree, oa bid. 


ae Sending a case to be tried: by a referee does not. tana. eourt of its 
jurisdiction, and it can make any and all necessary orders therein, 
‘pending the trial before the referee. McNeill v. Lawton, 16. 2% 


4. So, a. plaintiff may take a nonsuit while the case is pending before a 
referee, if the case be one in which he As entitled to do SO. I bid. . 


5. No order of reference can be made to ascertain any facts taking place 
after the final judgment. Pearson v. Carr, 194. . 


«6. After final judgment in the Supreme Court, the Superior Court has no 
~~ power to order a further ACHCREACe or to take any action in the 
cause. Ibid; . 


7. So, where after finding iaement in the Supe Cours it was sug- 

gested that since the date to which thé referee’s report settled the 

- rights and liabilities of the parties, the plaintiff had remained in pos- 

session of the land and become liable for additional rents; It was 

held, that the right could not be enforced in this action, but the de- 

fendant.must bring a new action: to ascertain the amount of such 
additional liability. bid. oe Lae © 2 


8. After final judgment disposing of the rights of the parties, it is too 
late to introduce a new cause of action into the controversy. ene 
uv. Herren, 257. 


9. So, in an action to Gave the. holder of the eal title idea a fewate: 
it is too late after Bnal ducement to ask for an account of the rents 
‘and profits. Ibid. 


REGISTRATION. | 


The pecan of a second mortgage is notice to the first mortgagee, ana 
it is immaterial that he does not. have actual notice. Weathersbee Vv. 
Farrar, 106. | 


REMOVAL OF ACTION 8. 


1. Cities and towns must be sued in the county in which they are ioeatea: 
and if suit is brought. in another county, they have. the aa to have 
it removed. J ones v. Statesville, 86. . 
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2. Where an action is brought to the wrong county, and the defendant 
demands in writing that the place of trial be changed, the words 
“may change the place of trial,” in section 195 of The Code will be 
interpreted as meaning “must change,” etc. Ibid. 


REMOVAL OF CROP. | 
i. The offense of removing a crop by a tenant before paying the rent and 
*2 discharging all liens of the landlord on it, is not complete, unless the 
crop is removed without giving the five days notice, for if the notice 
is given, removing. the crop is not an offense. 8..v. Crowder, 482. 


| 2. The want of such notice may be proved by any competent evidence, and 
it is not necessary that it should be ‘proved by the landlord or his 
agent or ABENCE, I bid. 


RENTS.» ae oo : é., 

1. Where after finding judgment in the Supreme Court, it was suggested 
that since the date to which the referee’s report settled the rights and 
liabilities of the parties, the plaintiff had remained in possession of 
the land and become liable for additional rents; It was held, that 
the right could not. be enforced in this action, but the defendant must 
bring a new action to ascertain the amount of such adernone lia- 
bility. Pearson v. Carr, 194. | ts 


2. Under the’ former practice, in an action of aisconeite or Peace dam- 

ages were awarded only up to the time. of bringing the action, but 

under the present kes iad are recoverable up ua the time of the 
trial. Ibid. . 


3. After final judgment aieeeae of the rights of the cues it is too — 
late to introduce a new cause of action into the CONE OVEISY, Beane 
v. Herren, 257. : 


AL So, in an action to have the holder of the legal title declared : a trustee, 
7 | it ig too late after final judgment to ask for an account of the rents 
and profits. Ibid, . 


5. When a lessee sublets ‘a part of the farm he becomes lessor to site 
sublessee and is entitled to the same lien on his crop Which the 
statute gives to a lessor. Moore v. Faison, 322, 


6. The original lessor, after his lessee has paid him in full, has no lien 
- under the statute on the crop of the sublessee for advances made by 
him to the sublessee. Ibid. 


ae Where the plaintiff establishes a prima facie right to property, which 

ig not rebutted by the defendant, he is entitled to a receiver, if he 

_ shows that there is danger of loss of the rents and. profits. Durant v, 
 Growell, 367. 


_8. Where there is danger of loss of rents and profits, instant of appoint- 
ing a receiver the court may allow the defendant to execute a bond to 
secure the rents and profits and such canner. as may be ante 
the plaintiff. bid, . | 

9. The offense of removing a crop by a tenant before paying the rent and 
discharging all liens of the landlord on it is not complete, unless the 
crop is removed without giving the five days notice, for if the notice 
is given, removing the crop is not an offense. S. v. Crowder, 432. 
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10. The want of such notice may be proved by any competent evidence, and | 

it is not necessary that it should be proved by ane landlord or his ° 

agent or assignee. tf bid. 


REPEAL, 


A. Under the provisions of section 3764 of The Code, a suit te a foreaitace: 
or penalty is not discontinued by a repeal of the statute giving the 
penalty. S. v. Williams, 455. . 


2. The repeal of a statute pending a prosecution for an offense which it 
-. .ereates arrests the prosecution and withdraws all authority to pro- 
' nounce judgment even after conviction. Ibid. 


3. So, where the defendant was indicted for retailing spirituous liquors 

within five miles of a certain church, and pending the prosecution 
the act was repealed, and a new’act passed limiting the distance to 
two miles, the judgment was arrested. J bid. 


4. Where a statute only undertakes to amend one already on the statute 
books, it will be presumed that it did not.intend to repeal it, unless 
there is an express repealing clause. 8S. v. Massey, 465. 


REPLICATION. 

The defendant in his answer. commingles the facts which he relies: on both 
as ground for a rescission of the contract, sued on by plaintiff, and - 
also. as constituting a counterclaim: Held, That when relied on as 
ground for rescission of the contract these facts were deemed to be © 
denied without. replication. . Stanton v. Hughes, 318: - 


RES JUDICATA. 


1. Where the Supreme Court has passed upon the effect of record and 
documentary evidence in one appeal and remanded the case for a 


new trial, it is not error for the trial judge to refuse to submit an — 


issue to be found only on such evidence, when it was declared by this 
Court to be insufficient for that purpose. McMillan v. Baker, 197. 


2. The ruling of the Supreme Court in such case is not res judicata. 
Ibid, | 


3. Where the subjectanatter of an action has been once determined by 
the court, a new action will not be entertained in regard to it. If for 
any reason the former judgment ought to be set aside, it can only be 
done by a motion in the cause for that purpose if the action is still 

' pending, and if it has. been determined and come to an end, then 
by a new action to directly attack it. Albertson v. Williams, 264. 


“RESCISSION. 


The court will not rescind a contract hei the parties eannot be put 
im statu quo. Stanton v. maar: 318. | 


RESIDENT J UDGE. 


The resident judge of a district has no other powers within such district 
in vacation than any other judge of the ‘Superior Count: S. v.- 
‘Ray, S10, 0 . me 
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RIGHT OF PRISONER TO BE PRESENT. 


1. In. capital felonies, the prisoner has the right $6: be present in court 
at all times during the course of his trial, and if he is absent at any | 
time it vitiates a conviction. 8, 0. Kelly, 404, — 


2. In felonies less than capital, the prisoner has the right to be ieee at 
_ all stages of his trial, but his presence ‘is not essential to the validity 
of the conviction. oe bid. : . 7 


7a I t seems, that a prisoner in a eapital eaony can waive. iis. right to be 
present at all stages of the trial, but his counsel cannot waive it for 
him. _Tbid. A 1A os — 


4, If a’ prisoner in an indicunent” for a : felony less than. capital flee the 
court during the trial, he will be deemed to have waived his right to 

_* be brceen and. the court need not se the trial. Ibid. 
ROADS. | | =. | 
1. So, in an gation: for failing to aus: a sufficient. bridge over a canal cut 
across: a public. road, brought under section 2036. of. The Code, the 
- plaintiff need not allege that the road was laid off before the mill was - 
| erected in order to. negative the proviso | in that statute. Wadsworth 

v. Stewart, 116. | es 


2. Jurisdiction to iesniee the erection of a. gate across a public road is 
conferred by The Code, section’ 2058, onthe board of ‘supervisors of 
publie roads. This aupiics to roads aSendy. established. Andrews v. 
Beam, 315. | ee "2 a: tt 2 y . 


8. Jurisdiction fi lay out; etc., public roads, is conferred by section 2023 
“On the board of county commissioners, and in the exercise of this 
power they may grant to a party over whose land any new road 
ordered by them. to be laid out may pass, the Hehe to erect paler 
across such road,- Ibid. 


4, The Legislature has ‘complete power to regulate the nipie age: in the 
State, and may pres¢ribe what. vehicles. may be used on them, with a 
view to the safety of: PARecHeere over soca and the peeeyenes of : 
the. road. S. v. Yopp, ATT. : | | 


< e Where a. statute forbade the» use . of spievaes: on a aa: road, aniess 
permitted by the superintendent of the road ; Tt was held, that the 
7 act was not unconstitutional. Ibid. 


SALE OF LANDS FOR. ASSETS. 
A Before the. adoption of the new system’: of procedare, it was the com- | 
. mon practice for the administrator to file his petition to sell land for 
assets, and if. the heir was an infant, to have a guardian ad litem 
appointed. without any - service upon the infant | at all. Cates Vv. 

| Pickett, 21. 


2, The appointment of a suarainn: ad litem is ‘valid, ‘although . the infant , 
has not been regularly: 4 served mah pros Put has | only accepted | 
service thereof. Ibid. , aes | 


a By ‘Where an- administrator filed a. tition to make assets, ial the heir 
at law, an infant under fourteen years old, accepted service of the 2 
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SALE OF LANDS FOR ASSETS—Continued. 


summons, and a guardian ad litem was gigantea: Suit no ean 
service was ever made; Jt was. held, that the irregularity was cured i 
by. section 387 of The Code. bid. : | 


4, Where a proceeding in the nature of a. weaivoea bill was brought 
under section 1448 of The Code, to have a settlement of a decedent’s 
estate and to have the land sold for assets, but the summons was not _ 
made returnable as prescribed by that section, and the plaintiff did 
‘not purport to sue on behalf of ‘all the creditors, nor was there any 
advertisement for creditors as provided by the statute, nor were . 
the statutory requirements at all complied with; It was held, that — 
the proceeding was not void, no objection having been made by the — 
defendants to these irregularities. Brooks v. Brooks, 136. 


- 5. A proceeding to sell land for assets is essentially equitable, and ae 
 gourt has all the powers of a Court of Equity to accomplish its. pur- 
pose. Hudson v. Coble, 260. 


6. Before a purchaser at a judicial sale. ean be held to his -bid, the sale 


must be confirmed by the court which ordered it to be made. Ibid. = 


7. If a purchaser at a judicial sale fails to comply with his bid, the — 
court may either decree: First, that he specifically perform his. con- 
tract; or second, that the land be resold and the purchaser released ; 
or third, that without releasing the purchaser, the land be resold, 
but: in this case the purchaser must undertake as a condition precedent 
to the order of sale, to pay all additional costs and to make good any 
deficiency in “the price. Ibid. : 


8. Where a purchaser at a sale to make assets failed to comply with his . 

-. pid, and the land was resold for a-less price, he cannot be made 
liable in a new action for such TenCEny, bat the remedy is by a 
motion in the cause. Ibid. : 


9, Quere, whether in such case, the saialnistea tor or the heir at law is 
the proper party to move, it not appearing that the excess of the 
first bid is needed to pay the debts. Ibid. ie 


10. The statute of frauds has no application to judicial ate ‘I aes 


SEDUCTION. | ewe 

ae 0 Section 291 (2) of The Code, wuthoratap the arrest of a person in an 
‘action for seduction, is not in conflict. with the provision of the Con- 
stitution prohibiting imprisonment for debt. Kinney v. Laughenour, | 
825. tS 2 


SERVICE OF PROCESS. (See Process.) » 


_ SHERIFF. 
1. A sheriff is not entitled to the fee of fifty cents as for an exetution 
against each taxpayer, after the tax list is placed in his hands, but .- 
‘only becomes entitled to such fee, if at all, when he actually levies — 
and seizes property in order to collect the tax. S. v. Bisaner, 503.. 


2. Where the defendant was indicted for extortion, and the bill charged 
that it was done as tax collector, while the evidence showed that he 
was deputy sheriff, and collected taxes by virtue of this office, and _ 

not that of tax collector, the variance was held to be fatal. Ibid. 


470 


INDEX. 


SHERIFF —Continued. 


3. Where the defendant was indicted for extortion in | collecting two 
dollars and thirteen cents as taxes, when only one dollar and sixty- 
three cents was due, and the evidence showed that he collected one. 


dollar and sixty-three cents as taxes, and fifty cents as costs, the | 


variance was held to be fatal. Ibid. 


SLANDER. 


1. Where in an action for alnnderine the plaintiff, the “aide et out in 
the complaint are ambiguous, but admit of a slanderous interpreta- 
tion, it should be left to the jury to say, under all the circumstances, 
what meaning was intended. Reeves v. Bowden, 29. 


2. So, where in ‘such action, the defamatory words were as follows: “phat 
damned scoundrel knows all about it from beginning to end,” and it 
was charged in the complaint that thereby the defendant meant to - 
charge the plaintiff with having feloniously abetted the crime of 
arson: Jt was held, that it was improper to nonsuit the plaintiff, and 
the ease should have been left to the jury to say- in what sense the © 
words were spoken. Ibid. | 


8. In an action for slander, : evidence of. the pecuniary condition of the 
defendant is competent to increase damages, when the plaintiff is 
entitled to vindictive or punitory damages, but the pecuniary condi- 
tion of the plaintiff is not competent for such purpose, while it may 
‘be to show. actual damage. Reeves v. Winn, 246. 


a Vindictive or. punitory. damages are allowed when the misconduct is . 
marked by malice, oppression, or gross: and wilful wrong, and the 
law allows damages, not simply to neOmDenE ye the PDaEty injured, but 
to punish the wrongdoer. 


SOLVENCY. 


The value of the aren in controversy cannot be considered in passing 
on the question of the solvency of the defendant. Durant w, Crowell, 
367. | , i | 


“SPECIAL COURTS. 


i. Under Artiele I,. section 18, and Article IV, secious 12, 14 and 27, of | 


the Constitution, the Legislature may establish courts inferior to the . 
Superior Court—may constitute the mayor of the town an “Inferior 
Court, with the jurisdiction of a justice of the peace,” or may con- 
stitute him a “Special Court within the corporate limits of the town,” 
with a larger jurisdiction than that of justice of the peace—and may 

- dispense with a jury trial in “petty misdemeanors,” and provide other 
means of trial for such offenses. 8. v. Powell, 417. 


2. Persons violating sections 8 and 4. of the ordinances of the town of 


Morganton, not only incur the penalty prescribed therein, but under 

- gections 11 and 12 of the charter of said town are also guilty of a 
misdemeanor, for which they may be tried and punished by the mayor 
as a “Special Court” for said town. Ibid. 


3. Where a statute creating a Special Criminal Court for certain. counties 
allows every facility to the accused of getting a fair and impartial 
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| SPECIAL COURTS—Continued. 
jury, it is not unconstitutional because it does not follow fis same 

methods of drawing the jury which are peace for the Superior . 
- Courts. S. v. Jones, 469. : | 


SPECIAL VENIRE. | 7 

Where a negro is accused of crime, it is:no cause of: chailenes to the | 
array that the special venire is composed entirely of whites, there 
being no charge of corruption or untaimess made ee the sheriff. 
S. vu. Sloan, 499: Ht | 


SPECIAL VERDICT. 


Where a special verdict is returned, no appeal lies until there has been’ a. 
a judgment entered on the verdict. S. v. Nash, 14, 


SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE. 


1. Under the former ‘equity practice, in a aie for. specific performance, a 
reference. was ordered before the final. decree to ascertain the balance 
due on the purchase money, but not to afford atirmative. relief to the. 
defendant. White. v. Butcher, a; . 


=. 2. Under ‘the present practice, . a reference will not be ordered after a 
| final, decree. Ibid. | =o . 


3. If one agrees in writing to convey land-i in consideration of the verbal 
promise of the vendee to pay the price; the contract is binding on the 
vendor, although the vendee may avoid the obligation on his part, if 
he chooses to plead. the statute of frauds. _ Love v, Welch, 200. 


ss In: such case, the fact that the vendor is ‘pound while the vendee | is 

not, will be considered in passing on a demand for specific perform- 

~ ance by the vendee, and if the vendee has allowed much time to 
elapse specific performance will not be decreed. Ibid. 


at: So, where a vendee who was not bound in writing to. pay the purchase 
" - money allowed. thirty years to pass ‘before he asked. for specific per- 
: formance, during all of which time he had not tendered payment, and 
did not offer any excuse for his ac eee specific Deston nance was» 
refused. a bid. Ae 


6. The. specific ‘performance of “tlie. vendor's Aerconiont to. convey land is 
. nét a strict right to be enforced at the will of the vendee, but it 
| rests in. the sound. discretion of. the. judge, such discretion to be. 
governed. by. the rules laid’ down by: the Courts of. ay in ea 
respect, Ibid, | , 


7 7. Where the counterclaim asking for épediiic: se eaceaiies alleged that 
the purchase money was paid in full, but the jury found that this had 
not. been done; Jt was held, that the defendant was not entitled to 
_ specific performance in, this state of the pipadinee: _*Tbid. 


STATUTE OF. FRAUDS. ; 
| 1, ‘Tf one ‘agrees in. writing to convey land - in consideration of ie verbal | | 


promise of the vendee to pay the price, the contract is binding on 


 . the vendor, although the vendee may avoid the obligation on his © 
_ part, if he chooses to plead the statute of frauds. Love v. Welch, 200. 
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2, In such ° ease, the fact that the vendor is bound. while the. ties is 
not, will be considered in passing on a demand for specific perform- 
ance by the vendee, and if the vendee has allowed much. time to 
elapse, specific performance will not be decreed. Ibid. | 7 


3. The statute of frauds has no apEeeanon to a judicial sale. ee v. 
Coble, 260. | 


STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS. | 
1. Where a debtor is out of the State at the tine the cause of action . 


accrues, the statute of limitations does not begin to. run until he | 


-. returns to this State for the purpose of making. it his residence. 
Armfield v. Moore, 34. 


2. Where after the cause of action accrues the debtor leaves this State 
and resides out of it, the time of his absence from this State shall 
not be taken as any part of the tne ae for the commencement 

of the action. Jbid. 


3. Where after the cause of action has accrued the. debtor leaves this 
State and is continually absent for one year or more, although he 
may not have changed his domicil, the time of his absence shall not 

be counted on a plea of the statute. Ibid. 


4. Where the debtor was a nonresident of this State, but was tere on 
visits of a day or two each year, such visits would not have the effect 
of putting the statute in motion, and the cause of action will not be | 
' barred, although more than the time required to bar it has elapsed 
since the cause of action accrued. Lbid. . 


5. The provisions of section 162 of The Code apply to the spileetinis of 
nonresidents as much as to those of residents of this State. Ibid. 


- 6 One tenant in common. cannot make his possession. adverse to his 
cotenant. except by actual ouster, as he is presumed to hold by his | 
true title, and it will take a sole possession of twenty years in the 

absence of actual ouster to bar the cotenant’s right of entry, and it 
is immaterial that the tenant in possession has conveyed to a 

' gtranger ‘by a deed purporting to convey the entire estate, as the 
-vendee only gets such estate-as his vendor could convey. This rule | 
extends to a purchaser at execution sale of the interest of a tenant 
in common, and to the vendee of such purchaser, Page v. Branch, 97. 


‘]. Where a surety pays money for the principal debtor, in the absence of 
 -a@ covenant te repay, it is a debt due by simple contract, and is barred: 
‘in three years. Arrington v. Rowland, 127. . 


8. Although a debt secured by a deed of trust or a mortgage may be 
barred, yet if the deed of trust ‘or mortgage is not barred, a Court | 
of Equity will. enforce it, without regard to the fact that the ene is 
‘barred. Ibid. 


9. Where a principal debtor executes a mortgage to his surety to save 
| him harmless for any loss he may sustain by reason of his surety- 
ship, although the. amount.is unascertained at the time the mortgage 

is given, it becomes a debt due by covenant, and is not barred by the 

lapse of three years from the time the surety pays the money. Ibid. 
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10. 
44. 
12, 
18. 


~ 14, 


45. 


16. 


1%. 


18, 


19. 
20. 
21, 


22. 


-Three years is.a bar to an action against a our. athough the note 


be under seal. Joyner v. Massey, 148. 


Where delay in bringing suit is caused by the request of the diétondant, 
and his promise to pay the debt and not to avail himself of the plea 


of the statute, he will not be allowed to plead the statute, as it would 


be against equity and good conscience; but in such case the creditor 
must bring his action within three years after ‘such promise and 
request for delay. Jbid. 2 & ; 


By Surry, C. J. In such case the request of the defendant for delay 

and his promise not to avail himself of the statute must be in writ- 
ing, as provided by section 172 of The Code, except in cases where a 
would enable the defendant to perpetrate a fraud. Ibid. 


By Merraimon, J. The right of the creditor to have the debtor re- 
strained from setting up the statute where suit has been ‘delayed at 
- the debtor’s instance, is not affected ny section 1i2 of ahe Code, and 
need not be in writing. Ibid. | 


Also by Mrrnrmon, J. The six "years and not the three years statute 


| governs in such case. bid, : 
“An. action must be: brought against ‘an ‘executor or administrator by a 


creditor, legatee or next of kin of the decedent, within six years after 
the filing of the final ACCOMnY,, or it will be barred by the statute. 
Andres v. Powell, 155. 


The rule announced in Syme v. Badger, 96 N. G, 197, ‘affirmed, that a | 
suit by a creditor to subject the descended land in the hands of the 
heir to the payment of the ancestor’s debts, is barred if not brought 
within seven years after Brant of administration ane advertisement 
for creditors. Jbid.. . 


In order to show title out of the State a a Pee fe thirty eau: 
it is not. necessary to show any. privity neewece the different occu- 


. pants. Davidson D, Arledge, 172. 


Where a vendee who was “not. bound. in writing. to pay ie purchase 
money, allowed thirty years to pass before he asked for specific 


| | performance, during all of which time he had not tendered payment, 


and did not offer any excuse for his’ long. delay, ees performance 
was refused. Love v. Welch, 200, | 


The expiration of ten years after a judgment is docketed is sani ao 


bar, to an action, on such judgment and to a motion to revive. it, 
being dormant, so that execution may issue on it. Lilly v. West, 276. 


‘The lien of a judgment expires at the end of ten years from. the time 


‘it is docketed. The only provision which extends this time is that 
contained in C. C, P., sec. 254; The Code, sec. 435. I bid. 


When the statute of limitations is a bar to the trustee, it is also a pe 
to the cesiui que trust for whom he holds the title, both at law and 
in equity. Clayton v. Cagle, 300. 


Where a élerk and master, in the years 1855 and 1858, received moneys 
arising from the sale of lands for partition, under a decree of the 


‘Court of Equity, but no demand was made or proceedings instituted _ 
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by the parties entitled to receive them until the year 1880: Held, 
that the. statutory presumption. of payment or Balter aco must pre- 
vail, Kerlee v. Corpening, 330. | 


23s Under an order: ‘of reference, by consent, ‘contalnins: directions to the 

- yeferee to ascertain what sums the clerk and master had received, 

when received, and a further provision that “his decision of the law 

is open to revision in this and other-courts having jurisdiction,” it | 

is competent for the defendant to set up the presumption of payment 
from lapse of time, notwithstanding no answer was filed. d bid. 


STOCK LAW. : 7 pot 
1..Where the statute ies it ‘the: duty of the eounty commissioners to. 
build and keep in repair the fence around the territory embraced | 
by the stock law, an owner of stock who resides outside of such ter- 
ritory is not liable to have his stock impounded if found within such 
. territory, unless the county commissioners have kept the fence in 

good repair. ‘Coor v. Rogers, 143. , se 


2. In such case the presumption is that the fence is in good order, and: 
the burden of showing the contrary is on the party alleging it. Ibid. 


3. County commissioners are not required by the stock law to personally. 
_ superintend the fence around: the no-fence territory, but. they dis-. 
charge their duty under: the statute when they levy the necessary 
taxes, appointing the committees, ete., to keep the fence in repair. - 

S. v. Commissioners; 388. | 


SUMMONS. - (See Process.) 


SUPERSEDEAS. az : i | = 
Where a defendant has ioe his appear ‘but is eaten a writ of certiorari 
in leu thereof, the granting of the writ has the effect of an appeal 
as to a.stay of execution, and if the offense be bailable, he i is entitled 
to bail. 8. Vv. “Walters, 489, 


SURETY. 

1. Where @ surety pays money for the principal debtor, in the absence — 

of a covenant to repay, it is a debt due by simple contract, and is 
barred in three years. Arrington v. Rowland, 127. 


2, Where a principal debtor executes a mortgage ‘to his surety to save 
him harmless for any loss he may sustain by reason of his surety- 

. ship, although the amount is unascertained at the time the mortgage 
is given, it becomes a debt due by covenant, and is not barred by the © 
lapse of three years: from the time the surety pays the money. Ibid. 


8. Three years is a bar to an action against a surety although the note 
‘be under seal.. Joyner v. Massey, 148. 


4, Where a judgment is entered against a surety who Aisa after judg- 

ment is entered, his administrator cannot set up as a defense to a 

notice to show cause why judgment should not be entered against him. 

- and execution issue that his intestate was insane when he signed the | 
.. obligation. Such matter must be brought forward by a direct er 

ing to attack. the judgment. Rollins v. Love, 210. ~ 


475 


INDEX. 


TAX LI STS. 


L The fact that one of the parties listed the land in controversy for: taxa- 
tion, and paid the taxes assessed, . before there was any controversy | 
“about it, and that the other did not, are admissible in evidence to be 
considered by the jury, with other evidenee, tending to show the 

_ claim of title to and possession of the land by the parties and their 
acts and conduct towards it. Austin v. King, 339. 


2. Tax-lists are admissible in evidence to show these facts. Ibid. 


8. A sheriff is not entitled to the fee of fifty cents as for an execution 
against each taxpayer, after the tax-list is placed in his hands, but 
only becomes entitled to such fee, if at all, when he actually levies 

_ and seizes property in order to collect. the tax. 8. v. Bisaner, 503. 


— TAXATION, 


In the taxation of shares of stock in a national bank, under the revenue 
act of 1885, ch. 175, see. 12, clause 5, and Rey. Stat. of U. S., see. 
§219, the owner of such shares has the right to deduct from the . 
assessed value thereof the amount of his bona fide indebtedness, as 
in case of other investments of moneyed capital. McAden v. Com- 
missioners, 355. 


TELEGRAPH. . 

1. A-telegraph company may limit its liability from ordinary negligenee in 
sending unrepeated messages to the amount paid for the transmission 
of the message, but it cannot exempt itself where there has been 
gross negligence. Pegram v. Telegraph Co., 5%. 


2. What would be ordinary negligence in sending a message apparently 
of small consequence might be gross negligence where it was manifest 
that the message was important. Ibid, 


3. A party sending a telegram is charged with notice of the printed con- 
tract at. the top of the message, whether he has read it or not. Jbid. 


4. The failure by a ‘telegraph company to employ careful and skillful 
operators is gross Been EEN: Ibid. — 


‘TENANTS IN COMMON, 


1. One tenant in common cannot make his possesion adverse to his 
cotenant except by actual ouster, as he is presumed. to hold by his 
true title, and it will take a sole possession of twenty years in the 
absence of actual ouster to bar the cotenant’s right of entry, and 
it is immaterial that the tenant in possession has convéyed to a. 


stranger by a deed purporting to convey the entire estate, as the — | 


vendee only gets such estate as his vendor could convey, This rule. 
extends to a purchaser at execution sale of the interest of a tenant | 
in common, and to the vendee of. such purchaser. Page v. Branch, OT. 


"2. One tenant in common may sue without joining his’ cotenants for the 
recovery. of the ‘Possession of ve common property. Themes. v. 
_Sones, 121. . 


3. ‘One tenant in common of chattels cannot maintain trover. against his 3 
" cotenant upon a mere e demand and refusal to deliver to him his share | 
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7 of the common property, but the act of withholding must. be tortious, 


_ shaving the effect so far as the plaintiff is concerned of a destruction %* 


Of the. common property. ‘Shearin vy, Rigskee, 216. 


‘A, Where two claimants of the same land covenanted. with “eaeli other to 
become tenants in common in the land and to sell the common prop- _ 
erty, and after adjusting an- inequality existing in the amount paid 
by each to divide the ‘proceeds, and. the’ interest of one. was. sold | 

| under execution ; It. WH8 held, that by. purchasing the interest of his 

| _ cotenant at execution sale ‘the other tenant in common did not acquire 

the land discharged of all claim by his cotenant, and that the equity 

- for a division under the covenant did not pase. by the sheriff's deed. - 
Lhreadgut v. Redwine, 241. | 


Be Where in such. -case, the defendant expended money after his purchase 
at the sheriff’s sale in removing encumbrances from the common 
- property, he is entitled to be reimbursed | upon a sale before any of 
_ the proceeds go. to. his eotenant, . This. | | | 


TOWN ORDINANCES. 


1. Persons violating sections 5 and 4 of che sedinanees of: the towii of 
Morganton not only incur the penalty prescribed therein, but under | 
sections 11 and 12 of the charter of said town are also guilty of a. 

| ‘misdemeanor, for. which they may be ‘tried and punished by the mayor 
as a “Special Court” for said town. S. v. Powell, 417, | 


2. Where a town ‘ordinance leaves the fine or penalty iaposed by it 
uncertain as to the amount, it is void for DEE ey and. a warrant 
founded - on it will ne eae S. v. Rice, 421.. 


TRESPASS. 


od. Where the defendant by Sepeatd and continuing becnaueace ‘culls down | 
the fence around the. cultivated field of the plaintiff, whereby the 
growing crop of the plaintiff is tuined, the measure of damages is not 
limited to the expense of repairing and replacing the fence, but he 
may reeover the value of the ceneees cone to the crop. meres v. 
Dill; 222, | se | 7 a: | 


2, Railroad eeporations: are liable for any. damage ‘caused by any im- 
proper or wrongful act. done by them while building their roa Ge 
«bid. | er ee : a Bg 


38. The provisions of section 1948 of The Code only ‘apply to tiie mode of 

i _ acquiring title to real. estate and getting a ‘right. of way, .but it has - 
“no application to trespasses committed outside of the right of way , 

in building the. road, and for such trespasses the cor pore tione: are a 

: liable in a civil action, ie bid. : ’ =o ‘ 


4, While it is trué that under the provisions of action 1754 of The Code - 


the crops shall be deemed to be vested in the landlord, this is only 


for his protection, and as against. third parties, the tenant is entitled 
_ to the possession both of the land and crop while it is ‘being cultivated, 

‘and he may maintain an action in his own name for. any injury 

thereto. Ibid. 54 : : 
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One tenant in. common of chattels cannot maintain eeuer- against his 
-cotenant upon a mere demand and .refusal to deliver to him his 
share of the common property, but the act of withholding must be. 
tortious, having the effect so far as the plaintiff is concerned of an 
actual Ceericuon of the DEORE: Shearin v. neuen 216. 


TRUSTEE. 


1. Where a power is to be exercised entirely at the diseestion of the 
donee of. the power, Courts of Equity have no jurisdiction to force 
him to aet, and if he has died without. exercising the power they 
cannot confer it upon: a trustee appointed by the court. Young v. 
Young, 132. 


2. So, where land was settled. on a trustee, in trust for A. for life, re- 
mainder in trust for her children then living and the issue of such — 
children as may have died leaving issue, with a power in the trustee 
to sell the land wheneyer in his opinion best for the interest of the. 
cestuis que trust, with directions to reinvest the proceeds as he 
thought best; Jt was held, that a Court of Equity could not decree 
a sale at the instance of the life tenant and her children, and the 

_. trustee having died without executing the. power of sac a trustee 
appointed by the court could not execute it. Ibid. 


8. When the statute of limitations is a bar to the trustee, it ‘is also a 
bar to the eestué que trust for whom he holds the title, both at law 
and in equity. Clayton v. Dagte | 800. . | ea 


UNLAWFULLY. 


The term “unlawfully” aptiek: that. an ae is done in a manner not 

- allowed by the law; the term “wantonly” denotes turpitude, and 

that the act done is done of wicked purpose; the. term “wilfully” 

' denotes that the act is done knowingly, and on purpose, but not’ oF 
malice. 8. v. aia 465. 


VARIANCE. 


1. When the ante issue eaupmitted ‘to ihe jury is, “was the seal opposite 
the name of the defendant on the note at the time that he signed it,” 
evidence that there was no amount specified in the note at that 


time and that double the amount agreed on wag inserted in the space ~— 


left for that purpose, after the note was signed by the defendant, was 
incompetent, and could only be competent on a general denial of its 
execution. Humphreys v. Finch, 3038. . 


2, Where the defendant was indicted for extortion and the pill charged 

that it was done as tax collector, while the evidence showed that he 

- was deputy sheriff, and collected taxes by virtue of this office, and 

not that of tax collector, the variance was held to be fatal. SB. i“ 
Bisaner, 503. 


3.- Where the defendant was indicted. for’ extortion. in collecting two 
dollars and thirteen cents as taxes, when only one dollar and sixty- 
three cents was due, and the evidence showed that he collected one 
dollar and sixty-three cents as taxes, and fifty cents as costs, the 
variance was held to be fatal. Lbid. . | 
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and if suit is brought. in another county, they have the meee to have 
it removed. Jones v. Statesville, ‘86. 


2, Where an action is brought to. the wrong county, eA the defendant 
demands in writing that the place of trial be changed, the words 
“may change the place of trial, ” in section 195 of The Code will be 
interpreted as meaning: “mast change,” etc. Ibid. | a 


- 3. ‘Where the complaint in an action against several defendants to 
5 recover land described. the locus in quo as several tracts adjoining 
each other and situated in the counties of Cumberland | and Bladen, 
of which the defendants are in possession and wrongfully withhold 
from the plaintiffs ; It was held, that under. this allegation the 
de pale Court of Camberland had, JUrtSc terion: Thames v. Jones, 


VERDICT. . 4 7 | 
1. The beta of a nienber of the jury cannot be heard t to. impeach the 
verdict. Jones.v. Parker, 33. | | ae 


2. Where the jury respond affirmatively or negatively 6 the issues gub- 
mitted.to them, it is a general verdict although there be several | 
‘issues; when they state the facts, and leave the court to apply the law _ 
arising upon them, itis a special verdict. Porter v. R. R., 66. 


3. In actions for the recovery of money only, or of specific real property, 
the.jury may in their discretion render either a general or special 
verdict, but in all other cases the court may direct them to find a 
special verdict, and it may instruct them, if they find a general 
verdict, to find upon particular questions of fact, material in the 
case, but which are not put in issue by the pleadings. Tbid. 


4, Where the findings on the issues are 2 contradictory, a new trial will be 
granted. Ibid. , , | | 


5. Where there is a verdict in favor of the appellee, the Supreme Court | 
can only award a new trial for error committed on the trial before 
the jury, and cannot reform the verdict or ye a judgment for the 
appetent McMillan V. i 197. 3 


iL. The decision of the ie of election that. a person | is : entitled to vote 
is a complete defense to an indictment for illegal voting, although 
such person may. not: ‘in fact be entitled to vote. 8. v. Pearson, 434. 


2, Quere, whether a pardon will restore the right to vote to, one who has 
been convicted of an infamous rime. bid. 


WANTONLY. 7 
J. Where a statute makes an act .a crime if. done eraatoniyss and wil- 
fully,” these words are not sufficiently supplied by an averment in an > 
indictment drawn under the statute, that the act was done “unlaw- 
fully and maliciously. ” S§. v. Massey, 465. | 
_ 2. The term “unlawfully” iayliee that.an act. is done in a manner. not 
allowed hy. the law ; the term “wantonly” denotes turpitude, and 
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that the act done is done of wicked purpose; ‘the ‘term “wilfully” | 
denotes: that the act is. done knowingly, and on. DUTD OBE, abut not of 
malice. I bid. | , 


WIDOW. 


1. The possession of a widow remaining on her husband’s land after his 
death is not adverse to his heirs at law. Page v. Branch, 97 | 


2. The widow of a man who dies a citizen of another State, is not en- — 
| titled to a year’s support ‘out of the assets of the decedent. in this. . 
' State, and the fact that she became a citizen of this State after her 
~ husband’s death is immaterial, since her relations to the estate and 
her right to share in it are fixed at the intestate’s death, and by the 

law of the: domicil. Simpson v. Cureton, 112. | 


3. If, in’ such case, the law of the domicil made provision. for. ‘ie relief 
. of deecedents’ widows, and there are chattels in this State, but not 
_ enough property in the State of the domicil to satisfy such provision ; 
It may be, that such laws would be given effect in this ‘State, but this 
— would always. be in subordination to the rights of resident, and per- 
haps of all, creditors. Lhd, | 


4.. Where the widow of one who died a nonresident ‘of this State applied. 
- toa justice in this State before administration was granted, and had 
-her year’s support allotted to her; Jt was held, that the judgment 
allotting it was void, and that she was liable for a conversion in an 
action against her by the administrator. Ibid. | 


D. If a widow dies before the allotment of her year’s support is made, 
or before the report is confirmed, her right ceases, and it does not 
survive either to the children or to her administrator. Ibid. 


6. The fact that a widow: enters a caveat to a will and contests its 

- validity does not prevent her from accepting any benefit given her 

by the will, if its validity is established, or from entering her dis- 
sent thereto in the proper time. _Yorkley . Stinson, 236. — 


7. Where a widow agrees to. adhere to the provisions of a will, and in- 
‘consequence thereof the executor proceeds to. pay legacies and 
assume obligations which would cause loss to him if the widow were. 

to dissent, she will be estopped by her agreement, and will not be 
allowed to dissent, but where in such case she offers to put the estate _ 
im statu quo, and the executor. has not acted under her agreement So 
as to cause him any loss whatever, she is not estopped, Ibid. a 


8: lds a widow is appointed executrix dnd proves the will and aiall: 
. fies, she cannot afterwards renounce and dissent, put must carry out 
the will in sacs of its proviins «Lhd. as 


WwW ILFULLY. 


i. Where a statute makes an act: a crime if. done dwantonly and wil- 

| fully,” these words are not sufficiently supplied by an averment in an 

- indictment drawn under the Statute, that the act was done “unlaw- 
fully and maliciously.” S. v. Massey, 465. 


2. The term “unlawfully” implies that an ‘act is done in a manner not 
- allowed by the law; the term “wantonly” denotes turpitude, and 
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that the act done is done of wicked purpose ; the term. eewileully” 
_ denotes that the act is done knowingly, and on purpose, but not of 
malice. Ibid. 


WILLS. | te 

1. Where, acting under a power conferred by a will to dispose of the 

testator’s estate in his land, the executor contracts to sell the tes- 

tator’s interest in a certain tract of land, and upon payment of the 

' purchase money to convey such interest in fee to the purchaser, the 

- executor is not liable, under the terms of this contract, either indi- 

 vidually or in his representative capacity, . for a failure in making 
title to a part of the land. Twitty v. Lovelace, 54. 


2. The. fact that.a widow enters a caveat to a will and ceatetta its - valid: 
ity does not prevent her from accepting any benefit given her by the 
will, if its validity is established, or from entering her dissent thereto 
in the proper time. Yorktey v. Stinson, 236. 


o Where a widow agrees to adhere to the provisions of a ‘will, ‘and in 
_ consequence thereof the executor proceeds to pay legacies.and assume 

- obligations which would cause loss to him if the widow were to 
dissent, she will be estopped by her agreement, and will not be 
allowed to dissent, but where in such case she offers to put the 

- estate in statu. quo, and the executor has not acted under her agree- 
ment so as to cause him any loss whatever, she is not estopped. Ibid. 


4, Where a widow is appointed executrix and proves the will and quali- 
_ fies; she cannot afterwards renounce and dissent, but must carey out 
_ the will in all. of its provisions. I bid. 7 


5. A testatrix gives and devises her whole estate for the support of her | 
- mother. during her life. She further provides that “if L. W. will 


stay on my land and rent as much as he can well manage, and pay 


. . the customary rent for mother, E. M.’s support, so long as she lives, 
then at her death I give and devise to him, the said L. W., my Bird 
place,” ete. . . . She further disposes of all that may be left at 
her mother’s death. Her mother died before the. testatrix: Held, 
‘That the devise was for the benefit of the mother, and intended to 
be a remuneration for what the deyisee might do for her, and the. 
devise falls with the object for which it was made. Burleyson v. — 
Whitley, 295. a 


_ WORK-HOUSE. | 
A prisoner is entitled to be discharged from jnipeiaonment: for the non- — 
payment of a fine and costs upon complying with the provisions of 
~The Code, ch. 27, sec. 2967 et seg.,.and this is so, although a work- 
- house has been established by the county commissioners in accord- 

_ ance with the Deoyasiene of The Code, see. 786. 8S. v. Williams, 414. 


| YEAR’ S SUPPORT. 


1. The widow of a man who dies a citizen of another State is not en- 
'. titled to a year’s support out of the assets of the decedent in this 
State, and the fact that she became a citizen of this State after her — 
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husband’s death is immaterial, since her relations to the estate and 
her right to share in it are fixed at the intestate’s cea and by the 
law of the domicil. Simpson v, Cureton, 112. — 


2. If, in such case, the law of the domicil made provision for the relief 
of decedents’ widows, and there are chattels in this State, but not 
enough property in the State of the domicil to satisfy such pro- 
vision: Jt may be, that such laws would be given effect in this State, 
‘but this would always be in subordination to the Tights of Sa, 
and perhaps of all, ‘creditors. £ bid, 


3. Where the widow of one who died a nonfesident ‘of. this State applied 
to a justice in this State before administration was granted and had 
her year’s support allotted to her; Jt was held, that the judgment 
allotting it was void, and that she was liable for a conversion in an 

- action against her by the administrator. Ibid. 


4, Ifa widow dies before the allotment of her year’s support is. Sade: or 
before the report is confirmed, her right ceases, and it does not sur- 
_ vive either to the children or to her administrator. Ibid. | 


cf 
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